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The seventeen national organizations listed belowl/ (the 

"Diversity and Competition SuppoI-ters") respectfully submit these 

Supplemental Comments in response to the Omnibus NPRM.Z/ 

Diversity and Competition Supporters represent the interests of 

the nation's minority media consumers.a/ 

Supplemental Comments is respectfully requested.&/ 

The 

Consideration of these 

1/ Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownership Rules and 
Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (NPRM), 17 FCC Rcd 18503 (2002) 
("Omnibus NPRM") . 

- 21 The Diversity and Competition Supporters include: 

American Hispanic Owned Radio Association 
Civil Rights Forum on Communications Policy 
League of United Latin American Citizens 
Minority Business Enterprise Legal Defense and Education Fund 
Minority Media and Telecommunications Council 
National Asian American Telecommunications Association 
National Association of Latino Independent Producers 
National Coalition of Hispanic Organizations 
National Council of Churches 
National Council of La Raza 
National Hispanic Media Coalition 
National Indian Telecommunications Institute 
National Urban League 
Native American Public Telecomunications, InC. 
PRLDEF-Institute for Puerto Rican Policy 
UNITY: Journalists of Color, InC. 
Women's Institute for Freedom of the Press 

- 3 /  The views expressed in these Supplemental Comments are the 
institutional views of the Diversity and Competition Supporters. 
and do not necessarily reflect the individual views of each of 
their respective officers, directors, advisors or members. 

- 4/ 
(NABOB) had sought additional time to accommodate scholars and 
expert witnesses who were unavailable during the fall grading 
period and the holidays. This request was denied by Order, 
DA 02-3575 (released December 23, 2002). Consequently, on 
January 2, 2003, the Diversity and Competition Supporters timely 
filed 147 pages of Comments without material contained herein. 
Inasmuch as this Supplement is filed before the deadline for reply 
comments, leave is respectfully sought for its inclusion in the 
record and its treatment as part of our Comments, nunc pro tunc. 

MMTC and the National Association of Black Owned Broadcasters 
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I. Minoritv Media Ownershio 

The Omnibus NPRM posed the question of "whether" the 

Commission "should consider such diverse ownership as a goal in 

this proceeding." Id., 17 FCC Rcd at 18521 ¶ S O .  Our Initial 

Comments addressed this question at length. Initial Comments, 

pp. 7-81 (the issue); pp. 82-141 (proposed solutions). 

To further illuminate the importance of this issue in 

structural ownership policymaking, MMTC commissioned the "Survey 

of Recent Literature on Minority Media Ownership" ("Minority 

Ownership Literature Survey"), Exhibit 1 hereto.5' MMTC also 

secured the statements of four respected authorities on minorities 

and the rnedia.61 These conclusions can be drawn from the recent 

literature and the statements of MMTC's experts.1' 

- 5/ Karin L. Stanford and Valerie C. Johnson, "Survey of Recent 
Literature on Minority Media Ownership," Minority Media and 
Telecommunications Council, January, 2003 (Exhibit 1 hereto). The 
curriculum vitae of Dr. Stanford, Dr. Johnson, and our expert 
witnesses (see n. 6 infra) are available upon request. 

- 6/ Our expert witnesses are Dr. Hubert Brown, Assistant 
Professor of Broadcast Journalism, S.I. Newhouse School of Public 
Communications, Syracuse University (Exhibit 3), Dr. Jannette L. 
Dates, Dean of the Howard University School of Communications 
(Exhibit 4), Dr. C. Ann Hollifield, Associate Professor and 
Coordinator of the Michael J. Faherty Broadcast Management 
Laboratory in the Department of Telecomunications, Henry W. Grady 
College of Journalism and Mass Communication, University of 
Georgia (Exhibit 5) and Dr. Philip Napoli, Assistant Professor of 
Communications and Media Management at the Graduate School of 
Business, Fordham University (Exhibit 6). 

- 7 /  References to studies annotated in the Minority Ownership 
Literature Survey are given by the name of the lead author and the 
page number within the Minority Ownership Literature Survey on 
which the study is discussed (e.4. " R p  (1)"). References to the 
expert witness' statements are given by the name of the expert and 
the exhibit number of his or her statement (e.s. "Dates, Ex. 4"). 
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1. Minority commercial broadcast ownership is increasing 
very slowly, without keeping pace with the growth of the 
industry as a whole. Ryu (1). 

2. Empi~rical evidence has shown a positive correlation 
between minority ownership and content diversity in the 
media. Ryu (l), Santa Clara University (2), Ivy 
Planning Group ( 2 )  , Squires (5) , Jacobs ( 7 ) ,  MTDP (9), 
Wildman (13) (with qualifications), Craft (14). Mason 
(14). Dates (Ex. 4 ) ,  and Napoli (Ex. 6 ) .  Media products 
are people-driven, in the sense that the quality of the 
product that the consumer receives is a direct 
reflection of the knowledge, expertise, and talent of 
the individuals who created the product. Thus, the more 
diverse the pool of people putting together the product, 
the higher the quality and the greater diversity of 
content of the product. In that regard, minority 
ownership promotes diversity. Hollifield (Ex. 5); see 
also Brown (Ex. 3 ) ,  Dates (Ex. 4 )  and Napoli (Ex. 6). 

3. Minority media ownership also promotes competition and 
efficiency. Brown (Ex. 31 ,  Hollifield (Ex. 5). 

4. Most minorities tend to be vastly underincluded in 
television prime time programming, and their portrayals 
tend to embody invidious stereotypes. Mastro ( 3 ) ,  and 
Goodale (5). Minorities are seldom included as sources 
in network newscasts and in public radio. FAIR (7), and 
Rendall 1 8 ) .  Homogeneity in television programing is 
driven by the fact that large blocks of viewers with 
similar tastes exert inordinate influence on the supply 
of programs. Wildman (13). 

5. The mass dissemination of stereotypes continues to have 
a profound dialogue on our public space. Racial cues 
and codes, transmitted in the media, may substantially 
influence citizens' political judgments. Such cues not 
only trigger the association between racial perceptions 
and political ideology but in turn prompt individuals to 
become more ideologically distinct in their political 
evaluations. Domke (2), Dixon ( 6 ) .  and Domke (7). 

6. Our society is much more multicultural that the industry 
realizes, and misunderstandings arise among those who 
voices are excluded. When certain segments of society 
are invisible or stereotyped in the media, 
discrimination against them tends to be regarded as 
socially acceptable. Dates (Ex. 4). 
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7. The paucity of African American writers on prime time 
television dramas (and their clustering on two primarily 
African American UPN programs) have led to charges of 
discrimination. Frutkin ( 5 ) .  Minorities also continue 
to be underincluded in broadcast newsrooms. Editor & 
Publisher (7 ) . 

8. Discrimination and its present effects have constrained 
the number of small, women owned and minority owned 
broadcast licensees. Ivy Planning Group (2) and (11). 

9. Lack of access to capital has contributed substantially 
to the low level of minority broadcast ownership. NTIA 
(9), MTDP (9), Braunstein (12), Hollifield (Ex. 5). 

10. Private equity funding for minority broadcast ventures 
is inhibited by several factors, including lack of 
referrals and connections, cultural differences, 
investors' belief that minorities lack experience, and 
marginal proposals accepted when presented by whites but 
not by minorities. Fried (15). One creative strategy 
to increase minority ownership is "equity pooling", 
under which investors combine their funds into a comon 
pot, with each investor bidding for the pot, the winner 
being the low bidder. Chinloy (8). 

11. Radio stations that target programming to minority 
listeners are unable to earn as much revenue per 
listener as stations that air general market 
programming. Minority owned radio stations also earn 
less revenue per listener than comparable majority 
broadcasters. 91% of minority radio broadcasters 
surveyed indicated that they had encountered "dictates" 
not to buy advertisements on their radio stations; 
typically, these "dictates" were "no Urban/Spanish" or 
"no minority." Ofori 1 4 ) .  

12. Media consolidation is increasing rapidly. Compaine 
(17). Consolidation has coincided with hostility toward 
and lack of support for minority ownership. De France 
Washington (171, and Hammond (18). Minorities were 
largely excluded from media ownership until the 1970s. 
Dates (Ex. 4). Since then, FCC structural ownership 
policies have exacerbated minority underinclusion in 
broadcast ownership. MTDP (9), Ivy Planning Group (11). 
Wilson (ll), Ofori (15), Chester ( 1 6 ) ,  and Brown 
(EX. 3). Overly restrictive FCC f inanc ia l  
qualifications standards also impeded minority ownership 
between 1965 and 1981. Braunstein (12). FCC policies 
affecting minority ownership impose quantifiable costs 
on minority communities. Braunstein (12). 
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13. 

14. 

FCC policies promoting minority ownership were flawed 
inasmuch they they created financial incentives for 
nonminority owners to sell to minorities, but there were 
no corresponding incentives to keep those stations in 
the minority community or make those stations 
profitable. Wildman (13). 

Minority content providers face fewer barriers to entry 
in the Internet and other new media. Napoli (Ex. 6). 
While new technologies offer promise for minorities, 
that promise may not be fulfilled for a number of 
reasons, including adequacy of bandwidth, the digital 
divide, insufficient educational resources and access to 
capital. Ford-Livene (18), and NTIA (19). 
Consolidation in mass-audience media could push 
minorities onto the Internet, where they will likely 
reach a smaller audience. Napoli (Ex. 6). 

11. Media Service to Low Income and Rural Families 

The Omnibus NPRM sought information on: 

whether the level of diversity that the public enjoys varies 
among different demographic or income groups. Although 
access to broadcasting services is available to all 
individuals in a community with the appropriate receiving 
equipment, access to other forms of media typically requires 
the user to incur a recurring charge, generally in the form 
of a subscription fee. Does this or any other differences 
between broadcasting and other media reduce the level of 
diversity that certain demographic or income groups enjoy? 
Does the fact that 86% of American households pay for 
television impact this analysis? What is the extent of any 
disparity in access to diversity, and how should we factor in 
that disparity in our diversity analysis? 81 

The Diversity and Competition Supporters addressed these 

issues in their Initial Comments, pp. 142-145. To further 

illuminate these issues, MMTC comissioned the “Survey of Recent 

Literature on Media Use by Low Income Families” (“Low Income 

Families Literature Survey“) , Exhibit 2 hereto .21 These 

- 8/ Omnibus NPRM, 17 FCC Rcd at 18520 ¶48 

9/ Karin L. Stanford and Valerie C. Johnson, “Survey of Recent 
Literature on Media Use by Low Income Families, ” Minority Media 
and Telecommunications Council, January, 2003 (Exhibit 2 hereto) 
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conclusions can be drawn from the recent literature on this 

subject . - 10/ 

1. Traditional media may not be the most appropriate or 
effective information channels for conveying pro-social 
messages to young people and low income people. Collins 
(2). For example, low income people seldom regard 
libraries as among their major sources of information; 
the most common information source is friends and family 
members. Armstrong (3). 

2. The fundamental issue affecting rural access to digital 
technology is the cost associated with longer distances 
from the customer to the switch. NECA (1). High speed 
Internet service may not be sustainable in many rural 
areas. NECA ( 8 ) .  Low income, high cost rural areas are 
being bypassed by service providers. Bowser ( 3 )  

3. The FCC should examine the impact of its media policies 
on journalism in general and civic discourse in 
particular. Chester ( 5 ) .  Many news stories important 
to low income facilities (e.4. stories about consumer 
fraud) fall victim to broadcasters’ susceptibility to 
the pressure of large advertisers. Just (6). Media 
concentration can decrease the amount of news and 
information, to the detriment of those relying on free 
media or minority media. Shiver (6), and Consumers 
Union ( 7 ) .  One author theorizes that the 
interconnectedness of the American people may be 
threatened if the Internet evolves in a manner that 
tends to limit access to competing views on public 
issues. Sunstein (4). 

4. In 2000, the f u l l y  connected constituted 36% of the 
population with an ISP or high speed Internet access at 
home; the partially connected constituted 17% with basic 
Internet or e-mail service at home; the potentially 
connected constituted 21% who had no Internet service 
but do own a computer or have a cellular phone, and the 
disconnected constituted 26% who did not have any 
Internet services and did not have a computer or a cell 
phone. Cooper (1). LOW income persons, the elderly and 
minorities were more likely to be among the 
disconnected. Cooper (l), NTIA (4), Goslee (4). 

lo/ References to studies annotated in the Low Income Families 
Literature Survey are given by the name of the lead author and the 
page number within the Low Income Families Literature Survey on 
which the study is discussed (e.a. ”NECA (1)”). 
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5. What we refer to as the "digital divide" affecting rural 
and low income households is unlikely to disappear in 
the foreseeable future. Cooper (1). Those not online 
may be cut off from important activities, such as 
business information, advertising and job listings, and 
for interactions with government officials. Cooper (1). 

6. The digital divide is not caused by a failure of those 
without access to appreciate the importance of 
technology; rather, it results from a maldistribution of 
skills and opportunities. Cooper (1). 

Conclusion 

These findings contribute to the framework for Commission 

action to preserve and promote minority ownership, and for the 

avcidance of regulations grounded on a numerical count of media 

voices that includes outlets unavailable to low income and rural 

consumers 

Respectfully submitted, 

i9Cwid.g- 

David Honig 
Executive Director 
Minority Media and 

3636 16th Street N.W. 
Suite BG-54 
Washington, D.C. 20010 

dhonig@crosslink.net 

Counsel for Diversity and 
Competition Supporters 

Telecommunications Council 

(202) 332-7005 

January 27, 2003 



EXHIBIT 1 



SURVEY OF RECENT LITERATURE ON MINORITY MEDIA OWNERSHIP 

DI.. Ka r in  L. Stanford, President and Research Consultant, Stanford and Associates 
Dr. Valerie C.  lohiison, Assistant Professor, University o f  Illinois, Chicago 

.4. Is minority owiiership a necessary goal of media owncrship regulation? 

2 .  Does miiinritv media ownership promote competition? 

a . \Vhich incdia indostrv nixrates m o r e  efficiently: onc that 
excliides minorities or nile that includes minorities? 

b. Which medi;i indiistry competes more effectively against other 
media” nile that excludes minorities, or one that incliides 
iniiioritics? 

I<),II, Seiing Kwan,  ‘‘Justitying thc I‘CC’s iMinority Preference Policies,” 
Coirrirrrrrricirtinrrs niid thc Law, March 2001, Vol. 23 lssue I ,  p. 61. 

‘l‘liis ai’ticle investigates INJW courts have used empirical evidence as the rationale for 
their decisions i n  cases regarding thc FCC’s minority broadcasting and cqual protection 
policies. It also explorcs which standard of review should be morc appropriate in 
applying the FCC’s minority hroadeasting and eqiial protcction policics to cnhance 
diversity iii U.S. bi.oadcasting. 

The stiidy argues that the recent deregulation trend of the overall telecommunications 
industry and the resulting trend toward media consolidation has led to a decline in the 
iirimber of broadcast owners. threatening minority eniploymellt opportunities and 
divct-sity in  thc hroadcast industry. Minority coinincrcial broadcast owiicrsliip showed a 
incgligiblc iiicrcase o f .  I %,: from 2.5% in 1997 to 2.9% in I 99X, a net gain of fifteen 
stntions. 11 lias not kept pace with the developments within the industry as a whole. 
According to tlic autlior, “minority ownersliip of conimercial broadcast stations is a t  a 
lowci. level today than  i t  w a s  i n  1994 and 1995.” Minority hi-oadcasters are finding i t  
iiici.easingly difficult to cumpctc in  the Irapidly coiisolidating broadcast industry. 

I n  this contcxt, the author maintains that there are ample grounds for a compclling 
interest in  remedying thc past discriniination to increase diversity in broadcasting in the 
United Statcs, considering the decreasing proportion of minority owned stations and 
Iicrsistent ingrained problems in portraying and representing viewpoints of minorities in 
thc historical as well as societal contexts. 

The autlior concludes tlial intcrincdiatc scnitiny would be a Inore appropriate test than 
strict scrutiny in deciding tlie constitotionality of tlie FCC’s minority preference policies. 
Further. coui-ts not only should addrcss liistorical and societal discrimination, but also 
should not ignore empirical evidence as their rationale, which already has shown a 
positive correlation between minority ownership and program diversity in  broadcasting. 



3 Docs niiiiorit, media ownership promote diversity? 

a 1.i ;I media industrv that excludes minorities less responsive to 
communitv needs and interests than a media industry that 
includes minorities? 

b Is a media industry that excludes minorities less liltclv to include 
certain viewpoints than a media industry that iiiclrides minorities? 

“Diversity oi Programming i n  the Broadcast Spectrum: Is There  a Link Between 
Owner  Race o r  Etlinicity and News and Public Affairs Programniing,” Santa Clara 
Uiiiversitji aiid University of’ Missouri, December 1999. 

Tl ic  iiiajoi- findings of this report indicate tliat: iiiinority-owned radio stations were far 
tniore liltcly to clioose a prograiii forinat that aplmls  paiticulai-ly to a minority audience; 
niiiiority-owncd radio stations wcre more likcly to provide news and public affairs 
progt~aniniiiig oil cvents 01- issues of particular concern to minorities; minority-owned 
1-atlio stations report greatcr racial diversity ofon-air talent; and of radio stations that 
i.cpoItet1 tai loring national news stories to the local community, ~ninority-owned stations 
\VCK til- iiiore likely to tailor the story to ininority conimt~nity concetns. 

“Rlni-ltct Entry Rarricrs, Discrimination and Changes i n  Broadcast aud Wireless 
Licensing: 1950 to Precent,” Ivy Planning Group  LLC, Rockville, Maryland, 
Deceinhei. 2000. 

1-lie sttidy reports that niiiioi-ity-owned businesscs are more integrated into, aligned with, 
and ~esponsive to the local coniinunities that they serve. Their declining participation in 
hi-oadcast and wIrclcss ownership, “has rcsultcd i n  a diminished concern for local issues 
and nccds, which has Icd to ii loss of diversity ofvicwpoints.” 

Fiii-tlict, the authors maintain that discriiiiination and its present day effects have resulted 
in :  fewel- small, women and minority broadcast licensees; fewer broadcast stations and 
wireless liccnses owned and operated by small, women and minority licensees; and fewer 
comiiiunilics served by local and community-based small, wonien aiid minority licensees. 

Domkc, David, “K;icial Cues and Political Ideology: An Examiliatinu of Associative 
Priiniiig,” C f t / l ~ t / ~ ~ ~ / z ~ ~ f l / i o / ~  Resenr.c/~, Deccmher 2001, Val. 28 Issue 6, p. 112 .  

’lhis research theorizes that the presence or absence in political conversation of racial 
cilcs-tliai is, rcfcrciices by clitcs and news iiicdia to images com~nolily understood as 
t l c d  t o  p x ~ i c ~ i l a r  racial or cthnic groups-may substantially influcncc whetbcr citizens’ 
m i a l  cognitions contributc to their political judg~nents. In particular, such sytnbolic cues 
in d i s c o ~ ~ ~ ~ s e  may activate a n  iinpoitant linkage between an individual’s racial perceptions 
and political ideology, which some scholars suggest have become closely i~~terhvined in 
the U.S. iiolitical en\~ironmcnt. 

3 



.The sttidy conducts an experiment in which the news discourse about crinie was 
systeinatically altered-as including iacial cues or not-within controllcd political 
inforination eiivii-onnients to cxaniine how individuals process, interpret, and use issue 
fo~ni;ltioii in  forining political judgments. The findings suggest that racial cues not only 
ti-igger tlic association between racial perceptions and political ideology but i n  tiirn 
prompt inclividuals to become more ideologically distinct in  their political evaluations. 

The research provides evidence of the importance and influence of racial cues in 
iliscoui-sc by politicians, interest groups, and news media. Most notable i n  this study is 
that political ideology w a s  linked with perceptions of both African Americans and 
IHispanics, wliicli suggest that for inany individuals, racial and cthnic stereotypes become 
both cogiiitivcly cnibeddcd a n d  politically enmeshed. According to thc author, “it seems 
plausihlc that  many White Americans, in particular, may have a people-of-color schema 
tliat integrarcs perceptions of vai-ious ion-White popiilations while also linking these 
pel-ceptions to il range of political judgnicnts.” 

iMastro, Dan:i I., “The I’ortrayal ol’ Racial Minorities 011 Prime Time Television,” 
. / o l / r d  ~, / ‘n~.otr l /ca.~i ir~g B E/cc/rruiic Media, Fall 2nnn, VOI. 44 ~ s s u e  4, p. 690. 

I n  this study, a onc-week sample of prime tiine telcvision (8-1 I p.m.) for ABC, CBS, 
Fox, and NBC was consti-ucted to represent broadcast entertainment programming for 
1996. I n  a systematic content analysis, tlic frequencies and attributes of etlinic minority 
a n d  ni;i.jority cliaracters were documcnted, with particular attention to Latinos and their 
interaction with other TV characters. Tlic shldy’s findings update the current status of 
niinority porti-ayals and identify prevalent attributes of minority poitrayls that inay impact 
viewcr pcrceptions. 

Tlic ovci.aII i.acial breakdown for individual characters appearing in the full sample in 
1996 priiiic tinic television programs found: 80% of the innin and minor characters were 
Ciiucasiaii, and 52% of the Caucasians were i n  main roles; 16% were Afi-ican American, 
and 56% of them were in  main roles; 3% of them were Latinos, and 44% of tliein were in 
n in in  roles: I % were Asian Aniericans. There were 110 Native Americans. 

l-lic pattern of iiiclnsion of  African Americans and the ticat- exclusion of all other ethnic 
iniiiioritics has been continucd, maintains thc author. Race of tclcvision character was 
strongly  elated to ~piograin type: 779” of Latino appearances were on crime shows, 51% 
of Caucasians were on situatioii comedies, and Aft-ican Americans wcre primarily 
distributed between sitcoms (34%) and crime shows (40%). 

~~ i r i vc r~s . ; i t i ona~  and personal attributes among t ime  racial groups were examined. 
Latinos wore significantly inore accessories and jewelry than Caucasians. African 
Aiiiei-icans were more provocative in  their dress than Caucasians, and less professional in 
their di-css tlian were Caucasians. Latino characters fell between the two groups on both 
i~ttire measures. Latinos wcre best groomed and the African Americans least well 
grooiiied. Conversations involving Latinos were most tense and least spontaneous, 



p u t  iculai-ly wlicn coniparcd to African Anicrican character conversations; Caucasians 
fell lietween these two groups on both items. Convcrsation topics also varied by race. 
Thc predominate topics for Latinos centered on ci’ime and violence (30%) and domestic 
issues (28%). Btisiiiess/professionaI issucs were tlie most coininon topic among 
Cattcasims, at 2956, with crimc second at 19%. For African Americans. busincss, 
jicrsoii:iI ~.elatioiisliips and social/lcisurc issues cach accounted for 17% of their topics; 
crimc \\‘:is not among their top thrce topics of conversation. 

Ofori, Knfi Asicdu, “Wlien Being No. 1 I s  Not Enougli: The  Impact of Advertising 
Practices on Minority-Owned and Minority Formatted Broadcast Stations,” A 
Hcpnrt Prcparcd by the Civil Rights Forum nil Communications Policy. Submitted 
to tlic Ollicc of Comnrunications Business Opportunities, Federal Commiinications 
Commissinii, Wasliingtoii, D.C., 1999. 

Thc study, based upon 1996 data for 3,745 radio stations, indicates that stations that 
target prograniming to minority l isteners are unable to earn as much revenue per listener 
as stations that air gcncral market prograiiimi~ig. The study also suggests that minority- 
owned radio stations earn less I-cvenuc per listcner than majority broadcasters that own i\ 
compai.ahlc intimber of‘ stations nationwide. 

Thc disparities i n  advertising performance may be atti-ibuted to a varicty of factors 
iiicludiiig ccononiic efficiencies derived from coninion ownership, assessinents of listenel. 
iiiconic and spending patterns, or cthnic/racial stcrcotypcs that influence the media 
buying Iiroccss. As preliminat-y findings, the anecdotal and quantitative evidence 
suggests that cci.tain practices in  the advertisilig industry undermine marketplace 
coinpetition and First Amendment principles favoring diversity of viewpoint. 

The sttidy rccominends further icsearch tha t  is sufficiently funded to fully examine its 
prcliniinauy linciings. Thc study also rccotnniends that tlic fcdcral govenitncnt, based 
upoii subscqucnr rcscarcli and public comment, dcvclop a policy statement on advertising 
111-iicticcs and issue an exccutivc order prohibiting fcderal agencies from contracting with 
ad agencies that cngage iii unfair or discriminatory advertising practices. With regard to 
[ l i e  private sectoi-, broadcasters, advertisers, and ad agencies should adopt a voluntary 
code of’conduct that pi-ohibits “no UrbaniSpanish dictates” and “minority discounts” and 
tliat promotes a broad and diverse range of programming of all Americans. 

Ninety-one percent of minority radio broadcastcrs responding to the study survey 
indicated that thcy had cncounlered “dictates” not to buy advertisements on their radio 
stations. Efforts to overcome “dictates” with market researcll that justifies ads 011 
~iii~iol.ity-foi-iiiattcd stations were most coininonly met with no response or no rescission 
t)f h dicla le  by advcitiscrs 01- ad agencies. Survcy respondents also estiiiiated that sixty- 
one pcrccnt of the advcrtiseiiicnts purcliascd on tlicir stations were discounted. Forty- 
four pcl.ccl>t cstiinated that “no Urban/Spanisli dictates” and “minority dictates” interfere 
with their ability to raise capital and to acquire ~ninority-formatted stations, a n d  also 
d e t i x t  froin tlic value of ininority-formatted stations when they are being sold. 



Gootlalc, Gloria, “T\/ i l l  Black alid White,” Chistinn Scierlce Monifor, 11/20/98, Vol. 
90 lsslle 2511, p. 13. 

The ni.ticle Ibcuscs on African Americans in television programs in the United States in  
1998. IL notcs that tlici-c is no single sliow that detiiics a black gcncration. Fui-ther, 
tclcvisioii prograins about racial issues to simply including pcople of otlicr races. The 
article contcnds that social issues must be dealt with before television will stop focusing 
on race. The disappearance of a single representation of blacks has brought about more 
diverse and realistic images. 

Fiutkin, Alan .lames, “Uphill Battle,” Mediniveelc, 11/15/99, Vol. 9 Issue 43. 

Thc aiticle examines a suvvey addressing the einploynicnt discrimination of African 
Aincrican television writers in tlie United States. According to the survey conducted by 
tlic Bcvei-ly T[ills/IIollywood branch of the National Association for tlie Advaiicement of  
Colored Pcople (NAACP), of the 839 writers employed oii prime-time tclevision drainas 
a n d  comcdics (during tlic 199X scasoii), only 55 or 6.6 percent-are African American. 

The survey iiotcs that 40 of those 55 African Ainerican writers arc employed at UPN and 
the WB, wliei-eas only I 5  are cinploycd on shows that air on ABC, CBS, NBC and Fox, 
and tlint 83 pcrceiit of the 55 wcrc employed on black-thenied shows. Thirty-three 
pei‘cetit oftliose 55 wr-iters wei’e einployed or1 just two shows-UPN’s Moesha and its 
spin-oft, Tlic I’arkcrs. Tlicse facts have led to charges of discrimination. particularly 
when oiic considel-s that white writers have more access. According to tlie study, 
pi.otlucei-e on 1il;ick-tIiemed sliows are consisteiitly pressured by the networks to hire 
wliitc wi-itei-s. White producei-s, on the other hand,  are not similarly pressured to hire 
African Amci-ican writers. 

Squircs, Catherine R., “Black Talk Radio,” H n r v n r d  Iitler.nnliorin/ Joiircinl of 
AesdPolifics, Spring 2000, Vol. 5 Issue 2, p. 73. 

This article presents research conccrning the relationship between media and public 
spheres tlirough a n  investig;~tion of an African Ainerican owned and opei-ated talk-1-adio 
show iii Chicago (WVON). The article concludes that ,  contraiy to some scholars’ 
pessimistic view of coiiiii~ercial media’s role i n  tlic decline of tlie public sphere, the radio 
stxtion poi.tr-ayed is an integral and useful institution for the Black public sphere in 
Chicago. 

Tlrc sludy reveals how Afi-icaii Aniericaii coinnitinity inentbers and listeners use the 
station as a public forum wherein traditional political coiiccrns, as well as identity 
polilics, arc aired and discusscd. Further, the article argues that i t  Is precisely because the 
station is owned and opcrated by Blacks that i t  is able to draw and sustain a substantial 
and  loy;~l audicnce. Because they trust the station to “talk their talk”, community 
mcmbers ai’e eiitliusiastic about participating i n  the station’s conversational activities arid 
arc eveti willing to niakc personal tiiiancial contributions when advertising revenue is 
low. 



Dixoii, Travis, and Daniel Linz, “Race and the Misrepresentatioii of Victimization 
on Local  Tclevisioii News,” C/~/i//rrr/rricnfiorr Rcsrcirch, October 2000, Vol. 27 Issue 5, 
1’. 547. 

This article provides a contcnt analysis of a random sample of television iicws aircd in 
Los Angeles a n d  Orange Counties to assess represcntations of Whites, Blacks, and 
Latinos 21s cr i ine victims. Intcrgroup comparisons (Black vs. White and Latino versus 
White)  I-cvenled that W h i m  are inore likely than African Aniericans and Latinos to be 
porlraycd as victims of crime on tclcvision news. 

InIcrrc~Ic coiiiparisons (pcipctrator a n d  victim) rcvcalcd that Blacks and Latinos arc niorc 
likely to hc ~porti.ayeil as Inwbi-c;iltcrs than as ci-ime victims. The reverse is truc of White 
and I nteri-eality comparisons (television news versus crime rcports), which revealed that 
Whites are ~ \ ~ c i - r c ~ ~ r e ~ e i i t c d ,  Latinos ai-e underreprcsented. and Blaclts are ncitlier 
overiqmxcnted nor tinderreprcsented as liomicide victims on television news compared 
to ci.inic I-cpoi-ts. Conversely, Afi-ican Anicricans arc ovcrreprcsented, Latinos are 
11 indcrrcpi.cscntcd, rind Caucas inns arc neither overrcprcsentcd not tindcii-cpl.escnted as 
pcrpeti-atoi-s on television news. Whites appear to be overreprescnted as victims, while 
Blacks are relcgated to rolcs as perpetratoi-s, and Latinos are largely absent on television 
ncws. 

According to thc author, cxposure to tlic news niay lcnd to a cultivation effect, wlicreby 
vicwers come to bclieve that thc real woi-Id is similar to thc television woi-Id. Further, 
Whitc viewers who regtilady watch television news may come to overestimate their 
chances of victimization ;ind be unrealistically fearful o f  victimization by Black 
perpetrators. 

ScIio1ai.s lioni varying perspcctives have suggested t l in t  discourse in  inedia content niay 
play a n  iinpcwtant role in shaping and reinforcing perceptions of race relations, 
Ipirticularly aniong White Americans. l-lowcvei-, there has  been relatively little 
systcniatic considcration of wlictlicr and, if so, how discourse i n  the press has contributed 
over tinic to rclatious bctwccn Whites and Blaclts. 

‘This study takes up this issue by exmin ing  the racial ideologies present in coverage by 
14 niainstream newspapers ofU.S. Supreme Court decisions i n  I883 and 1896 that 
allo\ved a n d  then institutionalized “separate but equal” race relations. Findings suggest 
illat discourse in the mainstream press encouraged racial values and attitudes t l ~ a t  were 
si mu I til ncotis I y bci ng ins ti  tu  t i onal i zed in several cultural arenas by soci a1 Dai-wi n isni , 
Booker T. Washington’s accoiniiiodatioiiisni, and legalized segregation. 



J~icobs.  I<niiaIcl N., Rnce, Medi(i rind the Crisic. qfCivil Socielj~, (Cambridge, UK: 
Caiiibritlge University Press, 2000). 

’ l k  atit l ior ai’gues for die importance of the Black press. The authors contend that a 
“ U l x l c  pi-css” contributes lpositively and crucially to public discourse on racial issues. 

Even a Iihcral Wliitc press, and even ~nuitic~~ltiiralist newspapers such as the Miami 
Herolcl (with its Spanisli cdirion) 01- the Sa/? Jo.w Mercury News (with a Spanisli and 
Victnamcse edition) apparently cannot function in  tlie same manner. According to the 
author, Arrican Americans lack control over images presented of them and the stories 
told about thein to tlieii- detrinient as wcll as society’s. 

“A civil socicty consisting of multiple publics requires a media system consisting of 
iiiultiple nicdia,” asserts Jacobs. Jacobs focuses on Los Angeles and specifically the 
1965 events i n  Watts and in  1992 following tlie Rodney King beating trial verdict. 
Content niialysis of a half dozcn papers, the leading pairs of Black and White papers in 
New Yoi-lc City, Los Angcles, and Chicago, reveals significant differences. With Watts, 
the Whitc p;ipci-s valorized thc police and condemned tlic rioters. The Black papers 
conversely condemned the police, but took a nuanced view of the rioters as perhaps 
having woi~thwliile goals pursued by counterproduc~ive means. 

.Incobs Ipoinls out that tlic loss of Black newspapers has not been matched by an opening 
u p  of  Whitc incwspapcIs. Ifr;icial justice remains B goal, i t  will be necessary both to 
pccsi.rvt: tlic distinctivcncss of Black newspapers aiid to elistire the integration of Whitc 
new spnpcl-s. 

Editori;il, “Explain Diversity Gap,” Editor nnd Publi.dier, 7/16/2001, Vol. 134 Jssue 
28, 11. 14. 

This cditoi-ial ex;itnincs the decline in the diversification of daily newspapers. According 
to thc author, TV news is doing a far better job than daily newspapers. Jotmalists of 
color hold 21.8% of all jobs i n  English-langnage TV newsrooms. When Spanish- 
language stations are added, the percentage of minority TV journalists climbs to 24.6%. 
Dy contl-ast, people of color heldjust 11.6% of daily newspaper journalisin jobs-a 
dccliiic froill 2000. 

According to tlie author, i t  is ti-tie tha t  the threat of losing their federal license makes 
broadcasters far  more sensitivc to deinands for diversity. Nonetheless, TV news is ha[-dly 
perfect. Minorities account for just 6.5% of iiews directors a t  English-language stations, 
h u t  9% o f  newspaper supervisors. 

“Wlio’s nii the NCWS,” L‘airiiess & Acci i racy i l l  Reporting (FAKR), June 2002. 

This stndy cxamines racial and gender bias in network news sources (ABC World News 
Toiiiglit, CBS Evening News and NBC Nightly News) in 2001, and finds tliat 92 percent 
of  all U.S. sources interviewed were white, 85 percent were male and. where party 
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aftiliation was identifiahlc, 75 percent were Repithlican. According to the report. big 
business was also overreprcscnted. I n  a year i n  which [he country lost 2.4 million jobs, 
coiqmate reprcscntatives appeared about 35 times more frequently than did union 
relxescntatives, accounting for 7 percent of sonrces versus lahor’s 0.2 percent. 

Racial imbalanccs in soul-cing wcrc dramatic across the board. Nincty-two pcrccnt of 
sotii-ccs werc white, 7 percent wcre black, 0.6 percent were Latino, 0.6 perccnt were 
Arab-Aincrican, and 0.2 percent were Asian American. Out o f a  total of 14,632 sources, 
only oiic (on NBC) was identified as Native Aincrican. 

I<cntlnll, Steve, and Will Creeley, “White Noise: Voices of Color Scarcc on Urban 
1’uI)lic Radio, Extra, Fairness & Accuracy in  Rcporting (FAIR), October 2002. 

‘Thc iirticlc i.cports findings of ail Exli-n suivey of public radio stations iii seven U.S. 
t~t~hari inai-ltcts (KCRW iii Los Aiigeles, KQED i n  San Francisco, WBEZ i n  Chicago, 
WNYC i n  Ncw Yoi-k City, WAMU in  Washington, D.C., WABE in  Atlanta, and WLRN 
i n  Miami). According to sui-vcy rcsulls, [he dominant voiccs on the leading public radio 
st;itions ai-e ovci-wliclmingly white (XX pcrcent) and prcdoniinantly male (69 pcrcent). 

The dominancc of white, inale voices contrasts wit11 public radio’s professed mission of 
inclusiveness, cspecially when consideriiig the diversity of the metropolitan areas the 
stations scrve. 

C 11 i II 1 o y , Pete I-, “Eq 11 i ty  Po 01  i II g a n d Med i ii 0 \v n e rs 11 i p,” Federal Coni r n  u r i  icahris 
LnwJorrr/zn/, Vol. 51, No. 3, p. 557-575, May 1999, 

This article examines metliods to iiicrcase the diversity of ownership of media outlets. 
According to the author, there are several reasons why public policy might be focused in 
this direction First, the media l~as  a public goods characteristic where private pricing is 
not proportional to the bcnetits obtaincd by any one consumer. With liigh fixcd costs and 
virtually t i n  inarginal costs, there are barriers to entry for capital constrained entities. 
Second, tlie media disseminates education and culture, which are not homogeneous. 
Third, corporate ownership may target programniing and content toward median and 
I-cprcscnt:ttivc consumers, resti-icting access to a diverse audience. 

Thc ;trticlc offcrs a proposal for pooling cqtiity for purchase of media properties. lt is 
hascd on widespread practices for savings pooling used in  inner city and  ininiigrant 
communi~ies, bul with certain wrinkles that facilitate securitization, diversification, and 
incrcascd access. The basis of the  contract is tlie rotating saving and credit amount used 
to pool savings to achieve capital accumulation. These accounts provide funds for a 
dowii payriierit oii a house or to buy a sinall business. Investors combine their funds hito 
a coinmon pot. Each iiivcstor bids for tlic pot, thc winner being the low bidder. 

To apply the equity pooling concept to tlie piirchase of media propertics requires 
inoditication of existing arrangctnents. For the media pool, investors receive a package 
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of two assets: a return and a management right. They are required to participate i n  a 
sei.ics of investments, 8lthougli they can transfei. their slot by sale to another investor. 

The article out l ines a n  inipleinenrable strategy for expanding ownersliip of media 
propcrtics. The stfirtcgy acliicvcs diversification and i s  inccntivc coiiipatiblc by 
cstahlishing bidding inarkcts for iiianageincnt and contcnt. Diversification reduces thc 
rislc ol‘coiiccntrating on one property and one market. Setting tip markets for 
inaiiagcinent, with ~~eqtiirciiicnts h a t  managemcnt hold a substantial equity position, 
m l u c e s  tlic tendency to inaxiinizc cxpenses and shifts them toward maximizing profits, 
while att aining culhiral ohjec tives. 

c‘. 

“Changes, Cliallenges, and Charting New Courses: Minority Commercial Broadcast 
Owicrsliip in the United States,” National Telecommunications and Information 
Atlininistration (December 2002). 

I n  addilion to providing a history of National TcIecoiniiiu~iication~ Infonnation 
Adminisl~~ation’s (NTIA) role i n  promoting minority owncrship, this report also provides 
important data on the ciirreiit status of diversity i n  broadcasting. Overall, NTIA concludcs 
tha t  tlic rcpi-csentation of minoi-itics i n  broadcast ownership is low, i n  comparison to the 
overall minoi.ity population a n d  lion-minority ownership totals. Data indicates tha t  this 
tinderrcll~csciit;Itioii is dircctly rclated to thc lack of access to investnient capital and the 
lack of Icgislation and policy initiritivcs to promote minority ownership. Tlic disparitics 
cmphasizc the continuing need for initiatives that address tliose isstIcs, which prevent 
minorities fi-om fiilly participating in telecoinniunications ownership. 

Rlinoi-it? Commercial Broadcast Ownership in the United States, A Report of the 
Minority Teleconimiinicatinlis Dcvelopment Program, National 
rclccommirnicatiniis And lnformatio~i Administration and United States Dept. nf 
Coniincrce, 1997. 

The rcport providcs research data 011 the underrepi.esentation of niinority broadcast 
ownership. It  iiko seeks to determine the sorirce of the r~nderrepresentation. According to 
tllc report, historically, minority broadcast owners and advocates for minority broadcast 
ownership have argued that this unden-epresentation is due to the lack of access to 
investment capital and the lack of policies and iiicentives designed to promote minority 
ow~~crsh ip  i n  the telccoinmunications industry. The Minority Telecommunications 
Development Program (MTDP) has gathered anecdotal and empirical data that support 
this claim. Rcsen~-cli indicate that iniiiorities still lack access to the capital necessary to 
tkvciop bioadcasting busincsses, and that there arc now fewer policy iiiitiatives and 
incentive-based program for minority coniincrcial broadcast ownership than tlierc was in 
1??0 whcn MTDP conducted its initial broadcast ownership survey. Moreover, changes 
i n  industry policies and government regulations have increased station prices, reduced 
owi ic~-s l? ip diversity, increased the challenges faced by minority coinniercial station 
owners coinpeting for advertising revenues, rescinded key incentive-based programs 

\Vliv is niiiinrity ~iarticipation i i i  media ownership so slight? 



i lcsignetl Lo cncoui-agc niinority ownei.ship in commercial broadcasting, and ultimately, 
incrcased concctitration of tncdia owncrsliip. 

Tlic f i i -s t  significant change occuri-ed i n  1990, whcn the FCC declined to extend 
cnhanccmcnt cwdits for minority ownci-ship undcr divcrsification of ownership criterion 
i n  cotnparativc hcaring processes. Pcrhaps tlic iiiost significant cliangc i n  comn1ercial 
radio broadcasting occurred i n  Septembcr 1992, when the FCC rclaxed tlic national 
ownci~ship caps to allow a single licensee to own up to I8 A M  and I8 FM stations 
nationwide. Local ownership rilles similarly were modified to permit a single owner to 
nwii a n  incrcased number of stations within a local market, depending on market size. 
Tlic rtilcs also pi-ovided that an entity could hold a non-controlling interest in  an 
additional ~lirce stations in each scrvicc if ininoi-ities or small busincsses controlled those 
shtions. Most lai-gc group owncrs l iave not taken advantage of this incentivc. The 
iiicrease in  national ownership limits has resulted in a dramatic increase in the number of' 
coninicrcial radio stations controlled by R single entity, a n  increase in station prices, and 
thc growth of competing incdia in recent ycars. This is extremely probleniatic 
considering that largc gro~ip owncrs Iiavc significant control ovcr thc local media 
iniarkctp1;icc and a n  advantage i n  dominating attractive advertising demograpliics and 
dictating the ternis for advertising. This kind of control by large group owners will iuake 
i t  increasingly difficult for niinot-ity owned stations to compete in the inarketplace. 
Consequently, the current limits will drive minorities out of broadcast ownership and 
preclutlc incw minority owiicrs from entering tlie industiy. 

I n  ;rddition to tlic FCC's rclaxation of owncrship caps, i n  1995, Congrcss repealed thc 
iuinority tax certificate program that  pi.ovided tax benefits to the seller of a media 
properly who sold to a minority investor. Further, the 1995 Supreme Court ruling in 
,4iluraml c'oI/.vIf-LIcIo/,,s, h c .  1'. Penrr, that race-based preferences awarded by the federal 
govcrninetit are subject to a staitdard o f  strict sciutiny, has created new challenges for 
designing government inceiitive programs tliat are based on race. Minority advocates 
fear tha t  these changes tlircaten the future of govcrnmcnt incentive programs foi- 
minorities. 

The passage ol'thc Telecoinmttnications Act of I996 created even more deregulation i n  
coniiuci-cia1 broadcasting. Its attctnpt to increase competition drove station priccs to their 
iighcst levcls. Undcr thc pi.ovisions of tlie 1996 Act, a singlc company can liave radio 
holdings in a markct that arc substantial enough to rcsult i t i  its control of up to 40 pcrccnt 
oftlie ndvertising reveniie in  that market. Minority owners now face increasing difficulty 
i n  gencrating reveniies that are sufficicnt to maintain viable businesses in  markets where 
onc company exercises this degree of control. 

TIK t-cport coricludes tha t  minority broadcast ownership is desirable because i t  enllances 
divci.sity of vicwpoint and minority broadcast cinployment. The rcport also concludes 
tha l  i t  is lime for renewed examination and public debate about the i~llpact oflnedia 
concclilratioii, and tlie importance of minority ownersl~ip to localism, diversity and 
~~nivci-sal service.  Policymaltci-s, legislators, and industry professio~~als i l l  bot11 the ptlblic 



and private sectors need to think anew about which tools and methods will effectively 
incrcase iniinority participation in the broadcast and telecommunications industries. 
NTTA lias argued coiisistcntly that diversity of ownership provides for niulticultural 
cxpression a n d  awareness, and helps bring focus to issues of particular importance to 
individual comniunitics. I n  addition, minority owned firms tend to hire minorities 
niorc oftcn than lion-minority finns, and often i n  profcssional positions. NTIA believes 
tliiiL Ilicsc ore important goals and will continue to work to bring these issues to the fore. 

“Market  En t ry  Barriers, Discrimination and Changes in Broadcast and Wireless 
Licensing: 1950 to Present,” Ivy Plnniiing Group  LLC, Rockville, Maryland, 
Dcccrnher 2000. 

This study lintls tllat wonicn and minorities hnvc faced pervasive discrimination. as well 
:is sniall husincss market culry barriers, particularly i n  the fifties and sixties. The FCC 
attcmptetl to ameliorate that disci-iinination in  tlic seventies, eighties and early nineties 
thi.oiigli the tax  cei-titicate, disti-ess sales, comparative nierit, and lottery preferences. 
According to tlic study, minorities and womcn made inodcst gains in broadcast 
owncrship during this period, amidst persistent capital inarkct discrimination and other 
small business niai-ket entry barriers. However, those gains were cssentially reversed in 
1995, by both Congress’s elimination of the tax certificate program and tlie Siiprenie 
Couit’s decision in Admmd, which made i t  significantly more difficult for race- 
conscioiis rules and policies to be implemented by the FCC. The deregulation and tlie 
lifting of ownership caps tinder tlic Tclccommuiiicatioiis Act of I996 made these barriers 
ncarly instirniountable foi- sii ial l , niinority- and women-owned business attempting to 
thrive or evcn cnter the broadcast industry. 

According to the Ivy Planning Group, “The sequence of rollbacks of minority and women 
ownersI1ip pi-ograins a n d  credits, industry-wide deregulation, industry-wide 
consolitlution, cvcn, abscncc of accurate, up-to-date sriltistics docuincntiiig tlic full impact 
on wonncii and niinority p~iiticipation, lnavc combined to prcscnt significant barriers to 
woinen- ant1 ininority- owned businesses being significantly represented in broadcast and 
\vi re less owiici-sli ip.” 

Wilson, Thnlnas C., Fcrlernl C o i i i i i ~ i i i i ~ c ~ r t i i i ~ ~ ’ ~  Coiirmissioil Policic,~ arid /lie Growth 
of Miirorii-v Owrmdzip of Brondcnst S/riiioiis frniri 1977 to 1993: A Crilicnl Analysi.~ 
( l ~ l n w a r d  University 1994). 

\Vilson’s dissertation is a study of the relationship between the major Federal 
Coniniunications Commission’s (FCC) diversity and ownership policies and the 
sustained growth of minority ownership of  broadcast stations between 1977 and 1992. 
The policics considcrcd are limited to the following: ( I  ) the Communications Act of 
1934, which is treated as background; (2) the following 1978 to 1982 policics--the 
Minority Owncrsliip Amendment of 1978 and the Radio Deregulation Alnendlnent of 
1981; (3) the Multiple Ownership Rule of I986 which changed ownership li~uits froln tlie 
7-7-7 Rule to tlie 14-14-14 Rule; (4) the two Multiple Ownership Rule changes o f  1992: 



tlic fit-st occui-red i n  March 1992, changing the limits froin tlie 14-14-14 Rule to the 30- 
-30-14 Rule, a n d  the second occurred in August 1992, changing the limits to the current 
23-23-1 4 Rule; and ( 5 )  the effcct of projected ownership limit increases through 1993 
and beyond. 

I n  csscncc, tlic collcctivc rcsults of this study suggest that the FCC policics combined 
wit11 those of the U.S. Economic Development Adininistration (EDA), lending 
institutions and aclvcitisci-s, liave liad a cuniolative adverse effect on tlie sustained growth 
of minority ownersliip of broadcast stations. This study fulther contends that because 
wcal t i i  lias generally rcmained i n  the top 5% of tlic population, the majority of broadcast 
stations remain in tlic hands of a few. 

Thc study recomniends that future FCC diversity policies should not be developed i n  a 
vaciiiiin. These policies sliould include inore econoniic development aspects, especially 
equitable access to capital for station start-up, inaintenance, and expansion. 

Tlic author contciids that i t  is because of the actuaVpcrccivcd powcr of tlic media 
(cspccially the clcctronic media) to infliicncc changc, and their potential as a mirror of all 
I t r i m a n  existcncc, that niiiioritics demand to become broadcast property owners. As sucli, 
tlicy can control and/oi- influence tlic interpretation of the "labels and images" of 
thcmsclves that ore presented by those media. Additionally, it is possible and probable for 
ininority ownership and manageinent to make program content diversity available to all 
vicwcrs in the markctplacc, thus, iiicrcasiiig tlic democratization of information and 
decreasing cultural and intcllectual domination of information. 

Kraunstcin, Yale, "Tlie FCC's Financial Qualification Requirements: Economic 
Evaluation of'a Barr icr  to Entry fnr Minority Broadcasters," Fe(1o.d 
~ / ~ / l l J J l f / ~ l ~ ~ ~ l f ~ / ~ l l . ~  Lnw . loiw/inl,  Vol. 53, No. 1 (December 1 ,  2000). 

111 1965, tlic Fcdcral Communications Cominission articulated certain financial 
requirements that applicants for broadcast licenses must satisfy. Specifically, applicants 
had to show they liad sufficient funds to cover application costs, construction costs, and 
the operating expenses for one year without any revenue offsets. This standard, known R S  

the Uhwisimi irulc, was liberalized by tlie Conimissiorl i n  a series ofdecisions in  1978, 
1979, and 1981. In announcing these actions, tllc Commission cxplicitly cited its coiiccrn 
about the lcvcl of minority owncrsliip of broadcasters. The Commission considered its 
action to bc one that will provide a inore reasonable and realistic financial qualification 
stantlard for all  aui'al applicants and will specifically benefit minority applicants seeking 
cnti.y into the radio broadcast seivice. Tlie Commission's decision here is based, in large 
part ,  or the finding, in its 1982 Minority Ownership Task Force Repoit, tha t  station 
linancing Iiiis bccn a principal barrier to minority broadcast ownership. 

Braunstciii considers liis article timely because of: ( I )  the renewed interest of the 
Coiiimission in  increasing ininority ownership of broadcasters, (2) the changes in 
owilcrsliili limits enacted i n  thc Telecominunications Act of 1996, and (3) the planned use 
of auctions to award new telcvision broadcast licenses, possibly raising new barriers to 



thc cntry of niinorities. Ui-aunstcin’s article focuses on how one might collect and analyze 
cvidcncc to ~iieasu~’c tlic ccoiioiiiic effects of tlie financial qualification requirements. I-lis 
arliclc ignorcs the questions whcther these requirements are politically desirable or 
cniistitutional, hut  iiistead focuscs or economic, not legal analysis. It  examines three 
i i iajor ~ ~ c s c ~ ~ r c h  qucstions: (1) did the FCC’s financial qualificatioti regulations in  the 
1080s crcale an unrcasonahlc disadvantage to minorities iii the award of iicw broadcast 
licenses? (2) Can one ineasut-c the econoniic effects on minority broadcasters, on 
minority eniploynient, and on program suppliers’? ( 3 )  Can one detect any effect on 
progi-atnming and editorial content of these financial requirenietits? 

Brnutistcin scts foi,rtIi a financial inodcl of an arclictypal radio broadcast group that 
cn;iblcs t l ic cstiiiiation of tlic value of an individual broadcast property and to tlic 
calculation of t l ic cffccts of various practices and policies on that value. The logic is 
straighlfni-ward: il‘a certain practice (e.g., discrimiiiatioii in  lending) or policy (e.g., 
(liscoiitintiatioii of minority tax certificates) raises the cost to tlie entrant, it removes 
wealth fi.orii the minority conimlrnity. Regardless of whcther the original effect occurs all 
at once or OVCI-  several years, as i n  thc case of higher interest rates, tlic change i i i  wealth 
is nicasui-cd in dollars a s  a lump sum. For example, the hypothetical data found that an 
increase i n  thc interest rate for tlie long-term loan at start-up led to a value reduction of 
approxiinately $440,000 per station at today’s prices. Using a siinilai- approach, the 
inodel demonstrated tha t  discontinuation of the iniiiority tax certificate program results in 
i i  loss o f  viduc of app~oxiinatcly $ I  .5 million for each statim transfer that is affected 
(again, in  citi’rent dollars). This article addrcsscd hvo othcr questions in addition to tllc 
cfrects of b;irriers to eiitiy on the detcrmination of value. The effects of barriers on 
cmploynicnt can be measured within the franiework provided here, although this article 
does not show any sample calculations. I t  is lilcely that the largest portion of tliese effects 
will result froin tlie “strong” barrier cases. If minority groups cannot acquire stations 
because of tlie lack of funding, tlie composition of the workforce does not change. 

Wildniaii, Steven S. and ‘Theornary Karanianis, “The Economics of‘Minority 
I’ropramining,” in //ivrsfi/t-q i/i Diversify, The Aspen lnstitiite (1998). 

The pi-emise of this paper is that prograins tha t  can be beneficial to America’s 
unclerservetl population ai’c undersupplied by the U.S. television industry. The authors 
cxaininc tlic ccoiiomic factors contributing to the low supply. With the cxceptioii of 
issues rclatcd to minority owncrsliip, the constraints oil supply of minority programs 
relate to tlie fact that large blocks of viewers with similar tastes exert inordinate influence 
on the supply of programs. There is evidence to suggest that minority ownership should 
have a positive impact on the supply of minority programming, but the authors do not 
considcr tha t  evidence conclusive. Tt is not clear that FCC programs that promote 
niitioi.ity owiiership wo~ i ld  help, coiisideriiig that FCC policies create financial incefltives 
For non-minority owncrs to sell to ininorities, but there are no correspoildii~g i~icentives to 
keep thosc stations i n  the minority community. The lack of profitability, i.e. adveltising 
revenue for minority owners reduces the incentive to maintain the media entity ill 

ininority hands. Greater profitability for ininority-controlled rnedia should filrtlier 
increase the supply of minority programs. 



I .  W h a t  has been the impact of discrimination and its present effects on 
minoritv media ownership? 

Craft ,  Stcpliaiiie Lynn, The I/i tpnct ofDivarse Briindcrrsr S t n t h  Owiiership 011 

Pl’(’fir’(r/rtrrririS, Stanford Univcrsity, 2000. 

The IESLII~S of Stcphanie Craft’s dissei-tation provide stippoit for FCC policics designed to 
increase minoi-ity broadcast ownership. I-lcr research indicates that diverse ownership is 
positivcly related to divcrse progrnmmiiig behavior. 

I n  tlic thirty ycai’s siticc tlic Kcrncr Coinmission faulted tlic media for inadcquate 
covci.agc of  minority coiiiintini ties and concci-lis, the Federal Communications 
Cominissioti has utidertciken a number of initiatives to increase minority participation in 
broadcasting. Increasing the ntimbcr of minority broadcast station owners has been 
considcrcd one way to foster programming diversity. Policies to increase owriei-ship 
thi-ougli pi-cffcrcnccs accordcd to minorities in thc liccnsing process, liowevcr, have becn 
challcngccl in thc couits in part bccause of a lack of evidence that ownership diversity and 
pi-ograniniing diversity arc linkcd. 

This study investigates whcthcr a link exists hetween ownership and news and public 
afhirs pi-ogramming diversity. To answer the question, data on programming and 
practices were g;itlicrcd foi- a samplc of minority- and non-miiiority-owiied radio and 
tclcvision stations operating in tlic same markcts (N = 21 I) .  Rcspondcnts were people 
with authority over the stations’ news and public affairs programming; 30 were station 
ownci~s. h4 iiioi.ity- a n d  noii-iniiiori ty-owned stations reported significantly different 
Iprogramniiiig and practices in  thi-ee areas: News and public affairs programming targeted 
to tninoi.ity audiences, involveinent of owners i n  decision-making regarding news and 
pub1 ic affairs prograniming, and rcliaiicc on andiencc-initiated contact to ~ S S C S S  

andicncc dcmand. Of ciglit hypotheses, six wcrc supported. 

Mason, Laurie, Christine M. Beclicn, and Stephanie L. Craft ,  “Support  For FCC 
Minority Ownership Policy: How Broadcast Station Owner  Race or Ethnicity 
Affects News and Puhlic Affairs Programming Diversity,” Cnrrrnrrrrricn/io/ts Lnrs c r r r d  
PolicJ~, Vol. 6 ,  No 1 (January 2001.) 

This article supports the position that minority ownership does contribute to broadcast 
diversity, especially in thc broadcast of events and issues of presumed interest to minority 
audicnccs. This article dctails a n  investigation of the relationship between the I-ace or 
etlinicity of broadcast station license-holders and the contribution those stations make to 
diva-sity of news and public affairs prograinming. Several federal policies favori~ig 
minorily owncrship of broadcast licenscs assumed such a relationship, yet 
enipit-ical evidence of the link was limited. A nationwide telephone survey of 209 liews 
directors at radio and television stations reveals that minority-owned radio statiolls 
cnipliasizc isstics of pi-esuincd interest to minorities inore than do the majority-owncd 
cot~iiterl?ai~ts. Foi. hotli television and radio, the percentage of minority liews alid 



public affairs staff at a station positivcly corrclatcs with such programming as well. 
Whether such social scientific cvidence could effectively support a return to niinority 
1pi.cfci-cnce policies is discusscd in light of the current legal climate, which strongly 
disfavors discrimination, however benignly intended, on the pait of government. 

Vance H .  Fried, "Privatc Equity Funding for Minority Media Ownership," Feilerol 
Cr/rrrnrirrricofiorts LUIS .Ionrrinl, Vol. 51, No. 3,  (May 1999), p. 609-626. 

This articlc dctails the importaiice ofprivate equity financing for all sizes and types of 
inedia companies. According to the antlior, much of tlie rapid growth of the Tntemet has 
hcen financcd by private equity. The privatc cquity marltct is an important source of 
funds for minority media companies. It is a large inarket that is able to incet a variety of 
tinoncing needs. Howcver, the minority media entrepreneur must realize that this is a 
strictly profit-oi-icnted investment inarket. The same investment process and criteria will 
be applied to minority inedin pi-oposals as will bc applied to noli-minority media 
proposals. This pi-ocess niay present some problems for minority entrepreneurs since 
most private cquity investors arc not iniiiorities. 

I;ricd lists several problems for minorities: 1 )  lack of referrals and connections to private 
cquity investors; 2)  cultural differences that may send the wrong or confusing messages 
to thc iiiveslor or entrcprcneur; 3) beliefthat minority owners niay lock experience with 
largcr marltets; and 4) marginal proposals are sometimes accepted when submitted by 
whitcs, b u t  not iniiiorities. Thcsc problcms serve as a partial explanation for the 
disparities iii owiicrship bctwccn ininoritics and lion-minorities. 

2. What has hecn the impact o f  media consolidation on rniiioritv media 
ownership? 

Ofari, Koii, Viuccnt Edwards, Karen Thomas and John Flateau, Blackout? Merlin 
Owiersliip Concentrofiort mid [lie Firtiire of Block Radio, Medger Evers College, City 
of New York, 1997. 

i n  B ~ U C / ~ J L ~ / ,  the authors addi-ess the issties tha t  threaten the survival of Black radio. They 
argue tha t  tlie deregiilatioii of radio, resulting from the Telecolnmuliications Act, has 
rcsultcd in a n  cxplosivc number of mei-gers and acquisitions that have placcd the 
owncrslnip of I-adio in fewcr limds. This rcport is divided into three parts - "Closing 
Windows," "Opening the Windows of Opportunity," and "Windows of 
Oppoi-tunity Beyond Radio. "Part 1 details the regulatory history leading up to the currcnt 
era of deregulation and ownership concentration. It provides data on the status of Black 
cntrcpi-cncurs and an overview ofjudicial and regulatory decisions that have erected 
b, riirici-s . . 

officials. It outlincs three proposals: I )  tlic cnactincnt of a tax certificate policy for sma l l  
husincsses; 2) ~echnical and financial assistance for entrepreneurs funded by private 
SOIITCCS oTcopita1; and 3) the enforcement of anti-trust standards by state officials. 
Part Ill, "Windows of Opportunity Beyond Radio," describes emerging tecllnologies that 
offcr an alternative to radio for disseininating news and infomiation and fu~~l ie r ing  

to In;irket critry. Part I[ providcs policy recorninendations for state aiid federal 
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economic tlevelopinent. Sonic of the technologies, sLicli as personal communication 
services, are not content-based and do not contribute to the objective of diversity of 
viewpoint. Nonetheless, tlie ownership of these technologies will serve to inodeluize the 
communications infrastructurc i n  disadvantaged coniniunities and provide a basis for 
cconomic dcvclopmcnt and enhanced quality of life. 

During 1996, there was a loss of 26 Black radio stations - 8 A M  stations and IS  FM 
skilioiis. In prior ycars, there was a net loss of seven stations in 1994 and a net gain of ten 
stations i n  1995. Thesc developincnts, combined with ownership consolidation i n  
national and local markets, Iiavc led the authors to conclude that the unprecedented 
dccliiic iii Black station ownership dui-ing 1996 was in part prccipitatcd by passage of the 
1996 Tclccommtinications Act. The I996 Act perniits tlie ownership of an unlimited 
iitiinbet- o f  radio stations nationally a n d  lip to eight radio stations in the major markets. 

llic inumber ofslations owned by the nation’s top 50 radio groups. on the other hand, 
incrcascd fioin 876 in  1995 to 1,435 i n  1996. Within approximately one year of passage 
of the Acl, tlic top ten radio groups owned 821 stations, 320 of which were controlled by 
onc privately-held invcstnicnt firm. Prior to tlic 1996 Act, no singlc entity owncd moi-c 
tliini 80 stations 1ation;llly. Competition is a reality of tlie marketplace that has been 
traditioiial ly accepted by Black cntrepreneurs. However, the new competitive landscape 
favors domination by the large radio gi-oups. 

I ~ r g e  firms, ablc to ~ C C C S S  capital a t  lower costs, are in ii position to quickly establish a 
dominant market prescncc. This is often accomplislicd by acquiring an entire group of 
statiolis - something that now Black entrepreneur has been able to accoinplisli. 

From ai1 eiitertniniiient perspective, tlie format of Black radio can be expected to survive. 
Large radio groups that acquirc stations from Black entrepreneurs are lnot expected to 
alter their Black-oriented formats - at least, not in the near future. As this transition takes 
placc, Iio~vcvcr, tlie ability of Black people to control the flow of news prograinininy 
cntcring thcir coininunity will be significantly undcrniined. By the  year 2001, major 
corporate interests -the new owners of “Black radio” - will have substantially influenced 
tlie ~ O L I I X  of events in  tlie Black coininunity. The authors contend that elections, views 
and opinions espoused over thc air, and cultural vicws and norms will all be 
iinp:ictcd I)y the draniatic changes in media ownership that is already taking placc. 

Chester, Jcff, “Mitiority Ownership of Major  Media: AII Endangered Species Going 
Extinct,” (December 16, 2002) and “Minorities and the Media: Little Owiiersliip 
and Eveii Less Control,” Center for Digital Democracy. (December 16, 2002). 

in  two articlcs, Jeff Chester, Exccutive Director of the Center for Digital Democracy 
attributcs the dccreasc in  minority media ownership to the passage of the 1996 
TeIecotnmu~iications Act. In both articles, Chester argues that the deregulation that has 
occurred since tlic enactment of the Teleconimoiiications Act has led to an extension of 
wliitc-owned conglomerates, which also control liaiidpiclted channels to setlre African 
AIncl-icaiis, Ilispa~iics/Latinos and others as a n  extension of the colnniercial rnarketplace. 

I .  



Ilcnce, despite their growing popiilations, persons of color will most likely play 
supporting roles when i t  conies to malting decisions about how tlie media system should 
reflect tlicii- inteiests. The Center argues that media consolidation lias acttially decreased 
coinpeLition a n d  diversity. For example, between I995 and 2001, the number of 
individual radio station owncrs clcclined by 25%. In 1996, Wcstinghouse, thc largest 
radio owiicr, o\vncd X5 stations. In  2001, thc largest owner, Clear Chaiinel, owned 1,202 
stations. Many minority broadcasters, many of whom are single-station owners, believe 
[liat i t  is practically impossiblc to compete with media conglonierates of this size for 
listeners, aclvei.tisei-s and even oit-air talent. 

Conipninc, Dcnjainin M. and Douglas Comery, Who Owis rhe Merlin? Ciirripelitiori 
orid Coricoifrtifiori in  the Mnvs Merlin, 3Id cditinn, (Maliwali, N.J.: Erlbniim, 2000). 

The primary objective of this book is to update a series begun with the first edition of 
Who OWII.P [/le Media.? in 1979, and its update in 1982. The authors clironicle the myriad 
changes i n  the media industry a n d  tlie factors that contribute to those changes. In addition 
to examining how tcchnological forces arc reshaping tlic media industry, they examine 
tlic cliai-actcristics of conipctition i n  tlic incdia marketplace. 

Tlic ob.jcctivc of the original editions holds for this onc as well: “to bring together as 
mticli relevant data as fcasiblc o n  the nature and degree of competitions and ownership in  
thc  niass nicdin business.” Another ol?jective, in line with the title, is to specifically 
idciitify the owiicrs of media properties. This includcs thc corporate owners and, to thc 
limited cxtcnt possible, inany of the largcst indivitlual and institutional ownci-s of tlie 
media corporations themselves. The book explores the extent of concentration in tlie 
incdia industl-ics as the 20“’ century ended, and coinpares then-current levels with those 
of pIcvioiis periods. 

In tlic two concluding chapters, thc authors diffcr with one another on the interpretation 
of tlic data. Rut as the authors note, “siich differcnces of aiialysis and interpi-etation 
clctinc tlic vcry dcbates of media ownership.” Compainc sccs that the merger of cable 
companies should be positive for greater competition in the merging arena of telephony 
and data transmission. Gotnety looks at the same events and cxprcsses concern that 
ATGrT’s domination of the consolidation in tlie cable industry. The autlioi-s ultiinately 
urge readers to draw their own conclusions on the issue of consolidation. 

De France Was 11 in g toil, Kades ha, Ferlcml Ci~rrrffiuriicatiors Currr friission MiflorifJJ 
lIron(lcnsl Owriersl~ip Policies. A Criricul Rncc Tlieory Ana/ysis of J rirlicinl 
A.vs~tr~pfiori.s irr Court Decisiorrs: Tlze Convcrgemx of Rncc mid Lnw (University of 
’rcllncsscc, ~ 0 0 1 )  

111 her tlisscrtation, Wiisliington states that tlie citrrcnt trend toward consolidation ill  tlic 
bl-oadcast industty has coincidcd with increased liostility toward and lack of support for 
mii~ority owiiership. Shc argues that deregulation has left the decisions of service 
prograinniing to economic forces that operate within tlie broadcast industry. With the 
increasing relaxation of goverriinent regulations broadcasters have discretion in  how they 
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scivc the p~iblic’s interest. From the early 1990’s unti l  the present, the FCC minority 
pi-cferenccs liave becn challengcd and superceded by niajor court decisions and the 
deregulatory niovemcnt. Not surprisingly, the period since the Telecoinmiinications Act 
of 1996 l i as  scen a declinc i n  ininority ownership and arguably in marketplace divei-sity. 

This disscrtation uscs ct-itical racc theory as a basis to probe lcgal and rcgulatory 
transitions in  the area of minority ownership and their implications for marketplace 
diversity and piiblic intcrcst. Through the examination ofjudicial decisions involving 
minority broadcast owncrship. this dissertation analyzes the expressed or implied 
assuniptions of the judiciary in  reacliiiig those decisions; provides a critical analysis of 
tliosc assumptions; discusscs the implications aiid rcsults of thosc assumptions on 
minority broadcast ownership; and suggests approaclies to promote diversity and 
ininol-ity ownership in a deregulated media environment. 

Both pi.iii1ai-y and secondai-y authorities werc integral to this rcscarch. First, t h e  is a 
collecli~n of United States district court, appellate court, and Supreme Court cases in  the 
arcii of minority ownership and iiiinority owncrship policies promotcd by the FCC. 
Second, analysis of cases consistcd of reviewing majority and disscnting opinions. 
Placing majority and disscnting opinions in the framework of critical racc thcory, the 
study continucd with determining the judicial rationale and arguments. 

Hnninioiitl, Allen S., l V ,  “Mcasui-ing the A’exiis: The Relationship Between Minority 
Owiicrship and Broadcast Diversity After Metro Broadcasting.” Fcrlcrnl 
Conr,,ru,ricnrioizs Lnw Jour,in/ Vnl. 51, (May 1999). 

Similar to Washington’s dissertation, 13aniniontl considers the impact of legal decisions 
on minoi-ity ownersliip. He begins his analysis with Melro Bimxfcu.s~ing, h c .  v. FCC, 
where the Court found a nexus between minority ownership and diversity of viewpoint. 
I-lowcver, the recent Lulhocin C/~ul-c/~-Mi.s.soui.i $vmd v. FCC dccision dismissed the 
govcrnmcnt’s arguments that a nexus cxists between minority employmcnt i n  broadcast 
stations and grcatcr diversity in broadcast programming, and that the government has an 
iiitercst i n  fostering such diversity. Given the challenge of the Lulhem,? CIiz/rc/i opinion 
aiitl potei~linlly significant changes i n  the regulation and operation of the broadcast 
inarket, sole reliance on Mel1.0 Brondca,s/i/7g’,~ holdings may be i l l  advised and a new 
study documcnting thc continucd cxistcticc of tlic ncxus may be watnnted. 

3 .  \Yliat lies lieen the impact of new technolo~y on minority media 
ownership? 

Levine-Ford, Marcelinn, “The Digital Dilemma: Ten Cliallenges Facing Minority- 
Owmcd New Media Ventures,” Federal Conimiini~ations Law Jorivnal, vel. 51, No. 3 
( M a s  1999), p. 577-608. 

According to the author, minority-owncd companies competing i n  print publishing, radio, 
bi-oadcast television, cable, and teleconimunications industries have had no shortage of 
challenges, sctlncks, and failurcs. Minority-owlled companies are struggling to stake a 



claim i n  the new media frontiei-. Some challenges they facc are unique to the underlying 
technology, unccrtainty, and international reach of the Web. There should be a sense of 
urgency with respect to minority participation on the Web. If the promise o f  broadband 
leads to new media outlcts that are profitable and  more dynamic than traditional media, 
tlicn tniiioritics cannot afford to bc lcft out .  

The purpose of the articlc i s  to identify and discuss ten challenges affecting minority 
lpi-ticipalion and owncrship of fcr-profit new media outlets on the Web. While many of 
thcsc ch~illcnges affect for-profit new media companies regardless of ownership, mission, 
linancing, targct markct, 01 racc. some are unique to minority-owned companies and their 
targct audiences. Tlic ultiinatc god herc is to pi-csent a wide range ofrelevant issues and 
problcnis affecting ininority ownership of media outlcts on the Wcb as a step toward 
stimulating thought and encouraging discussion of strategies to overcome these 
challcngcs. Tlic cliallengcs include: The Bandwidth Bottleneck; The Digital Divide; 
Education; Access to Capital; 1 [ow to Make Money; Burn Rate; and 
ContcntiI’rograniiiiing Mix. 

With regal-d to adcqtiatc bandwidth, Ford-Livene argucs that today’s bandwidth 
constraints crcate one of the most important issues to bc addrcssed in  the area of 
teIecommunications policy and regulation. This is the case particularly for the 
connectivity of underserved Americans. According to Ford-Levine, “the bandwidth 
hottlcncclc wil l  liave a serious impact in the battle to empower all Americans to 
participatc i n  thc communications niarkctplace.” 

With reg;ird to the digital divide, the author notes that i n  the final analysis, the essence of 
technology out to be service. However, the rate at which information technology is 
idopted by the masses is quite unpredictable. If a person’s education, salary, 
tnei~hborhood, and station in life dictate whether or not he or she can utilize infonnation 
technology ;is a toll, tlicn the vision bcliind the promise of this technology is inherently 
flawed, maintains Ford-Levinc. 
The author notes that thc digital divide presents much cause for alarm. “In order to 
participatc fully i n  this new tiiediuni,” sbe argues, “niinorities must be a part of its 
devclopmcnt from its inception. If they do not actively take part in this process as users, 
developei.s, manufacturers, owners, or visionaries, they will have no impact on the 
cvolution of thc Wcb as a tiininstwin1 nicdia sot~rcc.” 

“Changes, Challenges, and Charting New Courses: Minority Commercial Broadcast 
Owllersllip ill the United States,” National Telecommunications And Information 
Administration (NTIA), (December 2002). 

‘I‘llis NTlA Study devotes sonic discussion to iicw technologies and minority owiierdiip. 
As convcntional broadcast tcclinologies converge with new media, broadcasters are 
confi-anting the cliallenges of adapting to new technical standards and developing 
effective uses Tor thc new teclinologies to serve existing audiences and attract new 



audicncc inenihcrs. I n  the midst of the challenges, some minority owners have found 
opportunitics to chart iicw courses for their enterprises and impact the broadcasting 
industry. 

Thc growing consuiiier demand for high-speed high capacity networks to transniit largc 
aiiioiints of da ta  motivated some broadcasters to organize the Broadcasters Digital 
Coopcrntivc (BDC). Thc group is a coalition ofstations that  have agreed to dedicate a 
iorLioii of their digital television spectrum for high-speed broadband data transmission. 
This group's intent is for the effort to generate new revenue streams. The expense of 
digital conversion at  a time of declining network compensation lias increased the need for 
such new revenue sources. 

M a n y  of MTDP's survey rcspondents to this study indicated future plans to begin Internet 
radio bi~oadcasting if they have not already done so. Webcasting their on-air 
progi-ainming may represent a relatively low cost way for stations to reach broader 
audicriccs without the expense of acquiring additional stations. The possibilities abound 
for ncw tcchnologies to lead minority broadcast owners to new audiences and to greater 
coinpelitivc strength. Stratcgic station clustcring and public market capital offcr 
possibilitics for ininorily owtiers to consider. However, even as NTIA urges minority 
o ~ i i e r s  to explore tlicm and c h a r t  new co~irscs for their futures, NTIA recognizes that 
scriotis cliallenges persist. 
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SURVEY OF RECENT LITERATURE ON 
MEDIA USE BY LOW INCOME FAMILIES 

Dr. Kai.iii L. Stanfold, Prcsideiit and Research Consultant, Stanford and Associates 
DI.. Vnlcric C. Jolinson, Assistant Profcssor, Univci-sity of Illinois, Chicago 

A .  Should niedia service to low income families be a necessary eon1 of ownersliiu 
reculatiori? 

I. Is there an i i~fi~rrnat io~i  <rap in society? 

a .  What number and raiipe of media voices do low income 
families receive, compared with the public as a whole? 

Is there a racial component to the information pap? 

Do low- iiicoine families use media differently from the way 
other families use media? 

17. 

C .  

“Paving t h c  Digital Highway, NECA 2001 Access Market Sorvey,” National 
Excliangc Carrier Association (NECA), 2001. 

Spai-sc I-til-al poptilations sprcad over widc arcas assuinc i~icrcascd costs associated with 
tlic longer distanccs fi.om custoiiicr to thc switch. Traiisinissioii dcviccs that ale essential 
Ibi- qtiality voice coniinuiiicatioiis over long distances severely limit the tisable bandwidtli 
Ibr  data ti~aiisiiiission. Networks that liavc historically provided voice transinission must 
he tipgixlctl to also ennhlc higli-speed advaiiced coiiiinunications. 

Coapcr, Mark N., “Disconiiected, Disadvantaged, aiid Diseiifrancliised: 
Explorations in the Digital Divide,” Coiisrimer Federation of America, October 11, 
2000. 

This report documents the existence of the digital divide and demonstrates that i t  is not 
liltely to disappear i n  the foreseeable future. A direct comparison of a broad range of 
cyberspace and physical space activitics for coiiiiiicrce, information gathering, education, 
civic discoursc aiid political participation, shows that t l ~ c  disconncctcd arc, i n  fact, 
disadvantagcd and disenfi-ancli ked. 

The deprivation is not only relative, i t  may be absolute. Those not online lnay be cut off 
from important activities. Busincsses may effectuate market segn~entation by restricting 
activities to cybcrspacc, to scrccii out lcss attractivc customers. For example, “instead of 
800 iiumbcrs, advcrtiscrs may give wcbsites for further infomiation; jobs m y  bc listcd 
011 websites. hu t  not advertised in physical space.” 

According to the report, tIic.firll,v ccmnecied constitute 36% of the population with ail 
i11ternet service pi-ovider or iigli speed Internet access at home; the pn~tin//,v coj?Jzecier/ 
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constitute 17% with basic Intcrnet or e-mail scrvice a t  home; tlicpo~eizlially conmcred 
constitute 21% wlio liave no Intel-net service, but do own a computer at  honie or have a 
cellular phone. The di,~coi i iwctet l  constitiitc 26% wlio do not have any Internet services 
and do not have a coinpiitcr or a cell phone. 

Tlic study sliows sharp diffcrcnccs in  demographics across groups. Lower income 
~pcrsons, cldcrly and minoritics are inore likely to be among thc disconnccted. 

Tlic, aullior a i - p e s  that the digital divide is o n  inipoitant policy issue because tlie Tntcmet 
Iias already become a significant means of coinmunications and comniercc it i  society. 
I-louscholds with acccss LISC i t  for important pci-sonal, cultural and civic activitics while 
Lliosc witlmut access are at a disadvantage in conducting similar daily activitics. Thcy 
cannot  shop as ctfcctivcly or conveniently, arc not offercd attractive pricing plans, and  
cannot gtiher infonnation or contact public officials and other people as effectivcly. 
Tlicy bcconic less effcctive consuincrs and citizcns relative to their fellow consumers 
\ V I 1 0  have acccss. 

I’hc study Kcports diffcrcn~i;ils bctwccn those who wcrc disconnectcd, potcntially 
conncctcd, partially conncctcd and fully connected in: basic computer skills, personal 
121-ocluctivity, cornmcrcial activity, information gathcring, interacting with government, 
civic discoui-sc, and political expression. 

The levcl of coiiiicctcdiiess has itnplications on other media IISC, i.e.. twenty-ninc percent 
of thc disconnected do not have a long distance tclcphone servicc and thiliy-eight perccnt 
(io not have a multichannel video service (cable or satellite), compared to eleven percent 
and thirteen pci.ccnt of tlie fully connected respectively. 

lticonie is Iowcst in t l ie disconnectcd group ($25,500), and highcst in the fiillly connectcd 
I oroup ($4.5,200). Tliosc who are fitlly and partially connected arc inucli more likely to 
have at lcast a collcge degi-ee and be eniploycd i n  inanagerial or professional occupations. 
Tlic l l i l ly a n d  partially connected are less likely to be black. Disconnected liouseholds 
t i le  oldcr a n d  tcnd to be smaller. 

‘I‘lic study concliides tha t  the digital divide is not the result of a failure ofthose without 
iiccess to iipprcciatc thc iniportnncc of teclinology, rather i t  rcsltlts from a nialdistribution 
of skills and opportunities. 

Collins, Erik L. and Lyiiii M.  Zocll, “Targeting the Young, the Poor, the Less 
Educatcd: Thinlting Beyond Traditional Media,” Public Reldcms Revieiv, Summer 
m i ,  VOI. 27 issue 2, p. 197. 

This article focuses 011 ways to coinniunicate pro-social mess;tgcs to often ovcrlooked 
a n d  underserved societal subgroups. Specifically, the research focuses on methods of 
disseminating information to low-incoine persons lacking reading skills or high school 
cducation to encourage them to enroll i n  classes provided by a state’s adult education 
programs. 



l-lie r e s t i l ~ s  oI‘tlic rcscarcli suggest that traditional inass inedia may not be the most 
appropriate or efticient inforniatioii cliannels for public rclations and  other 
coniniunicators wishing to convey such pro-social i i iessages to similar audicnces. If 
ini;\ss mcdia are ciiiploycd. i t  may bc necessary to irethinkboth the content and tlie 
intended i-cccivci.s of such iiicssagcs. 

.Arnisti.oiig, Annie I a i r i c ,  Catherine Lord, and .luditli Zelter, “I~tforination Needs 
of I,nw-lncornc Residents in Sonth King Coonty,” Public Libraries, Vol. 39 No. 6 
(Nov/T>cc. 2002)  p. 330-5. 

In 1099 tlic King County Library Systcin studied information needs of low-income 
i csidcn-not nccessarily library uscrs--and thc sourccs they turned to for inform7t. ion. 
\Yhile Iihrarics were not ranked high as soiirces of information, residents responding to 
the survcy indicated a relalively high use oflibl-arics. 

Tlic study identified information needs i n  fow categories that stand out above all others: 
carecr seaidi; job advai~cemcnt; culturally appropi-iatc and translatcd inatcrials; and 
lntcriict skills. Research rcvealcd that low-iiicoinc residcnt do not consider libraries 
among tlicir major sources of information. Residents were far inore likely to turn to 
h i i i i l y  and friends for information (92%) than any other source, with staff at provider 
;igcncies cited second most often (52”/) ,  and coininunity newsletters cited third (29%). 
Participants also cited newspapers (7%)), school secretaries a n d  school counselors (5”/0), 
a n d  phone books (2%) as thcir sources of infomiatioii. 

Rnwser, ~ r a i i t l i ,  “Gettiiig nit the Infortnation Country ltoad,” Arrrericnr~ C ~ J J  nrrd 
cOl//lfJl, V O l .  113 (Mar. 1998) 11. 44-6 

When Congi.ess passed tlic Telecoiiinit~nications Act of 1996, i t  assumed the Act would 
al‘fcct all I-ural communities as wcll as schools, libraries and hospitals in the very near 
fiittirc. I~Iowcvcr, while tlic Act specifically lnandatcd that telecommunications service 
providers fiiriiish all school across the United Statcs with affordable Iiiternet access, it did 
not make the same provision for local governn~ents. This is not a problcn~ for high- 
income, urban areas, b u t  low-income, high cost rural areas find theinselves being 
byp;issed on the information superhighway because of a lack of funds. 

Conipctition aniong seivice providers was expected to offer more choices than ever 
before to rural cominunities, thereby eventually providing inore affordable 
teleconiniunications scl-vicc to cvcryoiie in tlie United States. I-lowever, competition is 
now expccted to be less intense in  rural areas t h a n  was originally thought because service 
providers are u~ilikely to invest in  wiring rural conlnlunities unless they are assured of a 
cci.taiii niiinher of ctistoinei’s over a designated time. 

Totlay, iriii.al arcas argue tliat the definition of tiniversal service needs to be extended io 
inclucle Intct.net access a n d  other machine-to-machine services, siicli as Iiigh speed fax 
l i l ies,  a t  affordable costs. Althougli those serviccs are routinely available in  Iiiost cities, 



I-tiral coniinLiiiitics h a v e  traditionally been far less likely to have access to advanced 
t~Ieconimt~nications technology. 

Satioiial Tc1ecoinniuiiic:itions sild Inl‘ormatioii Admillistration (NTIA). “Falling 
throngh tlic Net: Toward Digital Inclusion.” A report  on tlie telecominiinications 
; ~ i i t l  infoi-mation lechnology gap in  America. Washington, D.C. (2000) Available: 
11 ttp:www.11tia.doc.gov/iitial1o1nc/fft1199/contents.l1tml. 

The foul-tli i n  a serics of reports published by NTIA, this study reports that tlie divide 
bctween those with access to telephoncs, computers, and the Internet still exists and in 
m a n y  cascs, is actually widening over time. Althougli ovcrall acccss to infonnation and 
coinniuiiicatioii technologies is increasing at  a rapid ratc, particular kinds of households 
are gaining acccss while others are not. Low-inco~ne persons and minorities. particularly 
when they resitlc i n  the inner city, are among the groups that are being left behind. 

Goslee, SUS;III, “Losing Ground Hit by Bit: Low-Income Communities i n  the 
I nt’nl-matinn Agc,” The I k n  ton Fou II da ti on,  (1998). 

This trcport, the latest i n  tlic Hcnton Foundation’s “What’s Going On” series exploring 
~ptililic intcvest issties in  the Infomiation Age, examines the technology gap in low-inco~ile 
coinmunities, assesses what barriers are slowing the spread of new technologies to the 
tindcrscrved, and describes some of !lie most promising efforts to produce inore equitable 
distr-i bu ti on. 

Accoi-diiig to the study, the design of the cominunications system through which we will 
talk to o w  another, learn from one another, and participate in political and economic life 
together is too important to bc left to the free market alone. Public interests 
advocatcs-including repi-esentatives of the poor-must play an  active role in both the 
policy arena and the niarkctplacc to cnsurc that tlic emerging nctworks m e t  the basic 
ccononiic, social, political, and cultural needs of cvcryonc, I-cgardless of their ability to 
pay or whcrc they live. 

Tlic 21-ticle argues tha t  thc debate over iiniversal service is far from over. The Fedei-al 
Coiiimunicatioiis Commission (FCC) inust pcriodically review what coninitmications 
scrviccs sllould bc covered by universal scrvicc policies. The author further argues that 
puhlic officials havcn’t bccii willing to go as far as ncedcd or recommended i n  their 
efrol.ts to close the technology gap. 

2 .  What  a r e  the social consequenccs of tlie inforinatinn cap? 

Sunsleiri, C a s ,  Repul,lic.coiii, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001). 

This book cxamines the drawbacks of “egocentric Internet use, while sliowing how to 
appi-oach the lnteinet as responsiblc citizens, not just concerned consumers.” According 
to the author, democracy depends on shared experiences and requires citizens to be 
exposcd to topics and ideas that they would not have chosen in  advance. Unplanned, 
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unaiilicipotcd eiico~iitei-s are central to democracy itself. Such encounters often involve 
topics and points of view that peoplc have not becn exposed to. 

111 cvalu;i[ing the consequences of new coniinunications teclinologies for democracy and 
T u x  spccch, Sunstcin ai-gucs tliiit the qucstion is not whcthcr to regulate the Net, and 
undcrscorcs tlic cnoi-inow putcntial to promote fi-ccdom as well as i t  potential to promote 
“cyhci-cwcadcs” of liltc minded opinions t h a t  foster and enflame hate gl-oups. Sunstein 
iii’gcs h e  rcader to ask scvernl questions: How will the increasing power of private 
control al‘fcct democracy’? I-Iow will tlic Internet, the new forms o f  television, and the 
cxplosioi i  of coiiiinunications options alter the capacity of citizens to govcm tliemselvcs? 
W h a t  a1.c the social prcconditions for a well functioning system of democratic 
de I i bcra t io 11, or foi- i lid i vid ua I f imdom i ts elf? 

‘l’he book reminds us that tlie Pramcrs of tlie constitution supported the potential use of 
diversity for democratic dcbate. Instead of a n  obstacle, heterogeneity was viewed as a 
ci-cative force that iinprovcd deliberation and produced better outcomes. 

Tlic book cstablishcs two broad rolcs of citizcnsliip as it r e la ta  to commuiiicntioii needs 
eiiipliasizing tlie need for citizens to enter the debate as speakers as wcll as listeners: on 
tlic speakers' side, the public forum doctrine creates a right of general access to 
Iierci~ogeneous citizens; on the listeners’ side, the public forum creates an opportunity for 
sl iwcd exposure to diverse spcakeis wit11 diverse views and complaints (p. 3 1). 
According to Sunstein, “lf pcoplc are deprived of access to conipeting vicws o n  public 
issues, niicl i f  as a result tlicy lack a tastc for those vicws, they lack freedom, whatever the 
i ialui’e ortlicil- prefci.cnces aiid choices (p.108).” The book cnds by suggcsting a range of 
lpntci~ti~l i . c i i m i s  to coi-rect misconceptions aiid to improve dcliberativc democracy. 

Chester, deft', “Strict Scrutiny: Why Jonriinlists Sliould be Concerned about New 
Fetlet~al ;ind Industry Media Deregulatioii Pi~oposals,” frcss/Polifics, Vol. 7 No. 2, 
11. 105-1 15, 2002. 

‘I‘liis article argues that the likely loss of public intercsts protections resulting from 
del-cyulatory actions by t l ic cuiTent Federal Communications Commission (FCC) will 
have a pi-ofound effect, not only on tlic public’s ~ C C C S S  to a wide range of antagonistic 
voices in  tlie traditional media, but  also on thc evolution of the Internet, which is already 
rcflccling many of thc ownership consolidation pattcrns of the inass media. According to 
tlic author, t l ie FCC tias thus failcd to examine tlie impact of its media policics on 
jo~iiiialisni in  gcncral and civic discoiirse in particular, a failure that is unlikely to be 
covei-ed by the mainstream press itself, beholden as that instihltion has become to its 
corporate owiiers. 

T l l c  article maintairis that it is now time to have a much-needed public iiiquiry into liow 
tlic media is structured and how the public is served. If the n a t i o ~ ~  is to continue the 
ht~ilding of a civil society in the digital age, it will liave to address mid confront tlie 
contcntious ~la t ionsl i i lx  betwecn corporate autonomy and power, journalism, and the 
pddic’s rizlit to hc iiiformccl, to be heal-(I and to speak. 



AI1IiwgIi Ihc author suggcsts that ,journalists should be concerned about recent trends, lie 
statcs ~ l i a i  “ ~ ~ c r l i q x  thc idea that journalists can cover this without recrimination i s  
inipossihle.” As noted, “with m e  exceptions (most notably a single Nightline covering 
the I996 act), tclcvisioii has failed to cover the lobbying role that its industry-and 
coi-poi-atc parents-playcd in shaping tha t  and other media-relatcd policies.” 

Just, Marion, I?osnliiid Levine, and Kathleen Regan, “News for Sale: Half of 
Stations l icp(irt  Sponsor Pressure on News Decisions,” Cofunrbin Jourmifi.sui Review, 
Vol. 4 No. 4 supp (NovJDec. 2001), p. 2-3. 

T h i s  articlc cxaniincs the itifluciicc of pcoplc who buy ads on local TV news. In a survcy 
of I I 8  news dircctors around thc country bctwccn June and August 2001, morc tliaii half, 
53 percent, i-eported that advcrtisers prcssure theni to kills negative stories or run  positive 
oncs. 

News dii-cclors also reported t l icir TV consultants (outside companies hired by stations to 
criliquc iicwscasts and improvc ratings) issuing blailket cdicts about what to cover and 
what no t  to cover in ordcr to attract the most advcrtising dollars. 

Togellici-, the findings anti cointiictits raise questions about the journalistic independence 
of local tclcvision news. Brcaking down the sponsor suggestions, 47 percent of news 
ilircctoi-s sa id  sponsors ti-ied to get tlicni to providc favorable coverage. And I8 percent 
of news dircctors say sponsors try to prcvcnt tliem from covering stories, a problcin that 
is more iic,uLe in smallcr inarkcts. Wlicn i t  coincs to advertisers trying to coinpcl storics 
about thcinselves, 16 pel-cent of stations said that they had been asked to cover sponsor 
events. Anotber 8 percent covcred events that were partnerships between the station and 
the adveitisers; 12 pcrceiit said the sales or advertising staff requested positive coverage 
of sponsoi-s. 

A half-tlozeii news dircctors singlcd out local car dcalcrships and auto manufacturers as 
thc focus of squashcd stories. News dircctors also mentioned health investigations at  
local res[aui’ants as vulnerable. At two stations, for example, stories were killed when 
they I-cflcctcd poorly on restaurant sponsors. 

B. tlow have FCC structural  I-eiwlation and new technology affected the  
in fo rniation en p? 

Shiver, .lobe, Jr., “Prcssore Rlorints for FCC to Rewrite Television O\vnership 
Guiclelincs,” The Los Aiige1e.T Times, April 19, 2001, Part C; Page 1; aud Deggans, 
Eric, “A ‘I‘V Critic’s Fcnr  Factor,” The S/. Pe/crshrg  Tiuws, Decemher 16, 2002, Pg. 
I l l .  

.Accortling to UIA Fiiiaiicial, a Chantilly, Virginia research finn, the number of television 
station owners had dropped by half between 1999 and 1995 because of deregulatory 
changes Congress approved in  thc Telecoininutiicatioiis Act of 1996. h i s t  370 entities 



owned onc or more of tlie nation’s 1,348 comiiiercial television stations at tlic end of 
1999, down from 749 stations owners in 1995. 

A coiniiioii assuiuption of media concenti-ation is that i t  decreases the amount o f  news 
a n d  inforinntioil that people liavc and mi-rows the range of debate. Exaniples of what l ias 
:ilrcady occurred wlieii rules liavc becii relaxed include: 

I n  1999, INIIC changes Iicriiiitted WTLV-TV owiicr Cannett Carp. to purchase competitor 
WIXX-TV i n  Jacksonville. Gaiiiiett soon merged the two stations’ iicws operations, 
crcxtiiig First Coast News, simulcast on both outlets-reducing the city’s news voices. 
Accoi-ding to Elccironic Mcdia magazine, Gannett’ coinpetitor, Clear Channel, also owns 
~ M T I  TV stntions, 11 radio stations and an oLitdoor billboard company ill tlie market. 

When Foi.incr IHET owner Bob Johnson sold his cable channel to Viacoin, reporters were 
told that the coi-porntion would use its resources to help improve the cliannel’s content, 
psi-ticularly i n  iicws prograiiiniing. Instead, Viacoui moved to eliminate three important 
 public arfai1-s programs from tlic BET cable cliamiel, seriously reducing tlie outlet’s voice 
on social u i d  political issues (the Sunday iiioi-ning issues show Lead Slory and the nightly 
interview progi-am BET Tmighl  at the end of the year-along with the youth oriented 
progi-am T m i  Szo7iniit). 

I. What has been the impact of media consolidatioii oii the niimber and 
ranee of media voices available t n  low income families? 

“Democratic Discoiirsc i n  the Digital lnfnrmation Age: Legal Principles and 
Econoinic Challenges at the Millennium,” Consumers Uninn and Consumer 
Fetlcration of‘ America, .January 2003. 
:ivailal)lc a t  11 tt~~://www.consiimersunion.org/telecom/0lO2mediaexec.htm. 

Tlic article ai-gues that consolidation of ownership of news outlets-horizontal incrgers 
(acquisitions involving similar types o f  media) and vertical integration (consolidation o f  
tlic entire distribution chain)-poscs a significant threat to democratic discoursc. 
Accoi-cling to tlie report, narrowing the range of communications available i n  the mass 
incdia can  influence the outcoine o f  individual elections and the electoral process. It can 
also dccply affcct tlic prospects for democracy by polarizing society and isolating 
minority points of view. 

The report argues that a mountain of evidence from academic and trade literature 
supports a n  undei.standing of the mass media and democratic discourse. Further, it  
maintains tliat diversity of institutional fomis is ci-itical to promoting healthy antagonism 
between media outlets. With regard to the multiplicity of media S O I I ~ C C S .  the report states 
that television, radio, newspapers, and the Inteniet serve different purposes for tlic public. 
There is little substitutability between the media for viewers 01- for advertisers. 

Thc study iiotes thc already draiiiatic loss of ownership diversity anlong TV a n d  
iiewspaper owiiei-s in  tlie last 25 years. Between 1975 and 2000, the ntlniber of TV 
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stations owners Iias declined from 540 to 360, while the number of TV iiewsrooms has 
Ixen reduced by almost I5 pel-cent. The overwhelming majority of local TV inarkets are 
tight oligopolics (fewei- than six cqual sized tirms) or duopolics (two, relatively equal- 
sizcd, tirins that doniinatc tlie inarlcet). Thcre has bcen aii inci-case i n  the iiuniber of cable 
cli;inncIs, according to t l ic authors, but  alniost thrcc-quarters are now owncd by only six 
coi-pora~e ciititics, four of which also own niajor nctworks over the air. 
Whilc Lliei-e i s  inore varicly i n  progmmining, there is not necessarily inore diversity. 
Unlilcc TV, w1ici.e there has  been an increase in outlets, the study notes that there has 
hccii a 20 perccut decreasc i n  the nuinher and cicculation ofnewspapers. The decrease in 
tlic inumber of owners of daily newspapers is even inore dramatic, from over 860 in 1975 
to fewer than 300 today. Combining newspaper and telcvision ownership. tlic number of 
indcpciidcnt voiccs has bccii cut by niorc than  half siiicc tlic niid-I970s, from about 1500 
t o j m t  ovci- 600. 

Ki th  rcgard to cross-ownership, tlic repoit argues that systematic studies of the position 
tnltcii by cross-owncd newspapers 011 issues that directly affect their economic interests 
sliow tliat tbcy do not report thc issues i n  a balanced fashion. This includes national 
policy issues, like tlic Telecorniuunicatioiis Act of 1996, and local issucs, such as st ‘  d‘ i i i m  

hond proposals. Cross-owncd papers also cngage in biased coverage of televisioii or 
forego aiialysis of television altogether. The rcport adaniantly opposes further media 
consol idation. 

2. What has heen the impact of new technolopy (Dizital/Broadband) on 
tlic iiumber and ranpc of media voices available to low income 
familics? 

“P;Ivi11g tlic Digital Highway, NECA 2001 Acccss Market Survey,” National 
Exchange Carrier Association (NECA), 2001. 

Broadband networks arc bciiig deployed in rural scrving areas in 45 states, with more 
tlian half tlic coinpaiiies offering advaiiced communications services such as Digital 
Subscriber Line (DSL). 111 1999 only 14% of local telcos had deployed broadband to 
some extent within their service territory. 

Thc study estimates cost for coniplcting broadband deployincnt at $ 1  0.9 billioii. Thc 
study concludes that without suppoiting programs, high speed Intcnict connections arc 
not economical i n  many rural telephone company territories because their serving areas 
are located a grcat distancc fonn tlie IBP. According to the study, “high-speed Internet 
service may not he sustainable in iiiaiiy rural areas.” 
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EXHIBIT 3 



s.1. NEWHOUSE SCHOOL OF h O L l C  COXWXlCS'RONS 

Statement of Huberi Bmwn 

I. Hubert Brown. respectfully slate as follows: 

I am an Assistant Professor at Broadcast Journalism ai the S.I. Newhouse School of 
Pu&c Communications. Syracuse University. I have been the leaching chair of the radio- 
television divlsion of the Association for Educatlon in Journalism and Mass Communica?ions 
since August. 2002. In addition to teaching, I am a freelance producer and writer. and I sew8 as 
on-air talent for local radio and television stalions. Recently, I produced a IO-minute television 
documentary on the role of African-American owned radio stations in thelr communities and the 
threnls to lhelr future. I offer lhese obsewations based on my scholarship and my experience in 
Ihe industry. 

The concept of the public airwaves is an idea that signifies inclusion of all of the people in 
society: their ideas. opinions, concepts and any lhing else that defines the people in Ihe 
community. As long as we have this principle. il is the primary nsponsibility of government 10 
ensure that everyone is involved at all levels In the media industry. As such, minority media 
ownershlp should certainly be a goal of slrudural ownership regulation. Any deviation from lhis 
concept would be inconsistent with the moral objeclives and commands of the Communiolltions 
Act. 

Competilian in the marketplace is impollant nol jus1 from an economic standpoint, but 
also because il allows ideas to be expressed in the marketplace. Minotity media ownership 
promotes more compelaion because it provides a voice in the community that too oflen gets 
ignored. A media industry that excludes minorities as owners would be far less responsive to the 
needs of the commiinity than an industry that includes minorilies. As we sue majbrity Owned 
companies becoming much larger, we are less likely to see certain viewpoints represented In the 
industry. We have loa many minority owners under lhe wave of consolidation, Consequently. 
minority viewpoints am under-represented in the industry. That under-representation is 
particularly severe relative to the growing level of cultural and ethnic dwersity in our society. 

efforts of large owners to present minority viewpoints lend to be inconsistent. If a company 
permives that transmining minority viewpoints would yield an economic benefit. it wilt pn2Sent 
these viewpoints: othenvise these voices get shul out. 

journalist. I have found that listenen exhibit less loyany 10 a radio station when their viewpoints 
are under-represented or not represented at a11 in the station's broadcasls. This results in a 
system that is less eflicient and less responsive to the needs of the entire Community. 

The media Industries operate much more efficiently when minorilies are included. The 

Further. inclusion of minorilies in ownershlp pmmoles efficiency. In my work as a 
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Minority media ownershipdefinitely promotes divenily in the sense \hat an indusive 
industry serves the needs of the community better and pmvidss a wider reflection ofthe 
vietqmink of the community. 

diversity. Although radio is among the few media industries that is well suited for small owner- 
operators, many minority Owned Companies have had to sell their stations because they simply 
could not wmpsle effeclively wilh much larger companies. A very small handful of medium sized 
mlnority owners may have adjusted to consolidation. but small minoriiy owners have suffered 
Iremendously. Them is now a disincentive in the industry for individual owners to remain in the 
marketplace bemuse they will never be able to grow large enough to hold thelr own agalnst very 
large owners. Even medium sized minority cwners are becoming takeover targels at the 
understandable insistence of their inveslOTS. As a resun, we will have far fewer voices 
represented in the media. 10 the detriment of the enlire sOCiBty. 

Ihc industry. Market inmntlveg should be developed to spur diversity In media ownership 
because the Industry is already at risk of becamlng imversibly dominated by very large 
companies. Voluntary efforls can be helpful, bul cleaflythe Commlsslon cannot rely primarily On 
these efforts, which oflen run against the economic imperatlves in consolidators' business plans. 
Developing minority ownership initiatives should be among the Commission's top priofities this 
year. 

Media amsolidafion has had negative consequences for competition. Bfliciency and 

The Commission should lake action lo offset the adverse i m p d  of further deregul8lion in 
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EXHIBIT 4 



Dec lara t ion  of Janne l t e  L. Dates 

I. Jannette L .  Dates. raspectlully stale as folluws: 

I am the Dean of the Howard University Schnol of Cotnmunications. My research 
interests includc the history and prospects for minority participalion 111 media nwiiership and 
entployment 

Diverse programmirig. servirig an increasingly diverse sociely. can best be reflected i i i  
programming and enteriainrrienl through a diversity of ownership sources and of owners' own 
cultural and cxpeiieritial backgrounds The rescarch literature establishes that wlien ininorities 
are in ownership positions. they are more effective than most noniiiiiiority owners at embracing 
i s s i m  01 concern lo Iheir cornmu~iities Minority media ownership allows lhc consumer to have 
iilorc clioices in programniing and entertainment, ensuring lhat consumers will receive a imiore 
hones1 assessirient of who we are as a niulli-cultural, multi-ethnic sociely. 

The mcdia industry is more effeclive and competitive when thcrc arc more than n 
handful ci f  large corripaiiies lhal sel t l ie public issue agenda. When only a few companies 
dominalr thc industry, what results is a squeezing out of voices thai make up the remainder of 
Ihe cominunity 

Our sociely is niucli more mulli-cultural than Ihe industry seems lo realize When a wide 
variety of voices is not heard, niisunderslandings arid ariyer arise among those whose voiccs 
are excluded When ceriairi segments of society are invisible or stereotyped in the mcdia. 
discrimination against them tends to be regarded as socially acceptable. The cure is a media 
ownership structure that provides minorilies with opportunities to share their ideas, their 
Iiistortes, and their cullure with others. 

Minorities were excluded from the ownership process frorn the 1920s through the 1970s, 
when licenses were being alloted. Throughout this time period, and subsequently. majority 
owners were able to sell their companies lo other majority owners, and ihus there has been a 
long tradilion and history of excluding minorities from ownership opporlunities. 

Although we cannot undo the past, we certainly must make a much more concerted 
elfoit to avoid repeating our past mistakes Consaqitcntly, lhe Commission should implemenl 
programs that will ensure that groups tiial have been excluded from ownership will have 
genuine choices and opporiunilics for ownership loday and in ll le future 

2- 
J g n e l l e  L Dates 
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EXHIBIT 5 



Declaration of C. Ann Hollifield 

I, C. Ann Hollifield, respectfully state as follows: 

I am an Associate Professor and Coordinator of the Michael J. 
Faherty Broadcast Management Laboratory in the Department of 
Telecommunications. Henry W. Grady College of Journalism & Mass 
Communication, University of Georgia. I have also enjoyed a 
career as a television journalist, public affairs producer and 
newsmagazine producer. Among my primary research interests are 
media diversity and the effects of ownership on media content. I 
offer these observations based upon my professional experience and 
scholarship. 

The public interest is best served by having diversity in 
media ownership structures. Minority ownership is very critical 
in a society that is increasingly diverse: therefore, minority 
media ownership is a very important and necessary goal of media 
ownership regulation. 

The idea of minority ownership promoting competition depends 
on how competition is defined. If it is defined as product 
differentiation, minority ownership could promote competition 
because it yields a wider range of owners, voices and viewpoints. 
A wider range of viewpoints offers more choices to consumers in 
terms of the style, content, and sources used in both news and 
entertainment programming. My research on the effects of 
ownership on content shows that ownership does have an impact on 
content, particularly when issues of critical importance arise. 
Ownership diversity is, therefore, related to the diversity of the 
content that reaches the public. Competition among owners 
enhances diversity. 

Based on my experience as a journalist and television 
producer and reporter, I know that media products are people 
driven, in the sense that the quality of the product that the 
consumer receives is a direct reflection of the knowledge, 
expertise, and talent of the individuals who created the product. 
Thus, the more diverse the pool of people putting together the 
product, the higher the quality and the greater the diversity of 
content of the product. In that regard, minority media ownership 
promotes diversity. 

My work in the area of media economics shows that economic 
conditions make it extremely difficult for small owners and 
minorities to obtain significant capital resources to finance a 
media outlet. Even if a mom & pop owner can buy into the market, 
it will be difficult for such an owner to survive in the 
marketplace. For example, small owners may be unable  t o  o f f e r  
bundled services or offer price discounts to advertisers. 
However, the public interest in the media is not served solely by 
maximizing the economic efficiency of media companies. Were it 
so, then media would be no different from any other industry and, 
therefore, would be no more deserving of special constitutional 
protection than automobile dealers or grocery stores. The public 
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interest i n  media is served by creating high-quality programs that 
are felevsnt to the civic, social and economic well-being of the 
specific audience that the media outlet serves. Inherent in that 
role is the idea that there will be competition among diverse 
ideas and viewpoints in the information marketplace so that 
citizens may select for themselves the content, ideas and 
viewpoints most valuable to them. 
this purpose alone, that media were granted special protection by 
the Founders of o u r  nation. And my research suggests that 
diversity of ownership is an important factor i n  providing and 
preserving diversity of content and viewpoint. 

Minorities have made great economic strides over the past 2 0 -  
30 years i n  overcoming discrimination in broadcasting. However, 
when we look at radio and television ownership, d significant 
a m o u n t  of diversity has been lost in the recent paat, and thus the 
overall number of minorities Owners ha8 declined. Given the 
econamic structure of the industry today, the likelihood of a 
significant increase in minority media ownership is very slight 
absent FCC intervention. The increasing level6 of consolidation 
have made it difficult f o r  minorities to break into the industry 
and survive. The logical remedial step would be thc 
holementation of significant oolicies desisned to sustain the 

It was for this purpose, and 

ecbnmic viability 

January  21, 2003 

of minority' Owned companies. 

TOTFtL P . 0 3  
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Declaration of Philip M. Napoli 

I, Philip Napoli, respectfully state as follows: 

1 am an Assistant Professor of Communications and Media Management at the 
Graduate School of Business, Fordham University. My research interests include 
diversity. localism and minority media. 

Minority ownership should be a necessary goal of structural regulation of the 
media industries. Recent research on minority media ownership has found a significant 
relalionship between ownership and content. Thus, there is strong evidence to support 
the proposition that minority media Ownership promotes diversity. Research suggests 
that minority owners are more likely to present content that is targeted to minority 
interests arid concerns. If minorities are excluded from ownership of media outlets, 
these viewpoints are less likaly to be represented. 

To the extent that ownership caps are further relaxed, we would probably see a 
further decline in minority owners, as well as a decline in independent and small group 
owners. In addition. there will be fewer available broadcasl stations for minorities to 
purchase, thus pushing minority owners into other media outlets such as the Internet, 
where they will likely reach a smaller audience. 

Minarity content providers face fewer barriers to entry in the tnternet and other 
new media. There is a common presumption that the availability of a variety of new 
media undermines the need for structural regulation in traditional media. However, i t  is 
important to recognize lhat these new media often do not serve as an effective 
substitute for traditional, mas5 audience media for content providers, audiences, or 
advertisers. 

The Commission should work to offset any adverse impact that further structural 
ownership deregulalion may have on minority media ownership and the availability of 
content addressing minority interests and concerns. Voluntary efforts within the industry 
to protect and expand minority participation in media ownership and the availability of 
content directed at minority interests may not be sufficient. 

In conclusion, i t  is incumbent upon the FCC to maintain a commitment to 
promoting minority media ownership and the availability of content addressing minority 
interests and concerns Such a commitment is central to the Commission’s duty to 
serve the public interest. i /  - 




